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REVEREND GENTLEMEN.— Without any particular 
ceremony, I beg to inform you, that I propose writing to 
you a series of letters, the first of which I am now com- 
mencing, but the number of which I have not yet deter- 
mined upon. 

The object of these letters is to prove to you that you 
are all in error; that the doctrines yon are teaching to 
the people are false, absurd, and irrational ; that they are 
directly contrary to reason, and that as long as you shall 
preach thent to the people, so long will the people be 
vicious, wretched and unhappy. 

You no doubt will feel concerned at this; yon will very 
likely be angry with me for this daring attempt; you will 
call me Deist, Atheist, Infidel and many other charitable 
epithets; you will feel ‘unutterable things’ towards me, 
and I shall, no doubt, be subject to the extreme charity 
of your pious congregations, who profess to love their 
neighbours as themselves, and into whose minds you have 
crammed absurdity after absurdity until they have scarcely 
room for another. I shall, no doubt, expose myself to all 
manner of ill feeling and uncharitableness, and to calum- 
nies and lies of every description; but shall these deter 
me from making known the convictions of my mind ? 
Shall these hinder me from exposing the errors and ab- 
surdities whieh I see interested men instilling into the 
minds of the people? Shall these prevent me from telling 
the people that they are deceived and imposed upon, and 
that their beggary, and want, and wretchedness are the 
consequences of it? Shall these, in short, stop me from 
exposing the irrationalities which I see every where — 
around me, and which occasion so much misery and un- 
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happiness to my fellow-men? No, I tell you they shall 
not. ‘That power which sent you into the world, sent 
me into the world also, and if you have a right to think 
_ and speak, I have a right to think and speak also. I 
have received an organization for the purpose as well as 
any of you, and as long as that organization remains un- 
impaired, so long will I tell the world what I think and 
feel. Why was that organization given to me if I am 
not to exercise itP Was it to remain dormant and inac- 
tive P The fact of me possessing it is a proof that [am 
to exercise it, and resting upon this authority, I bid defi- 
ence to all the efforts of ignorant, irrational and interested 
men. I shall look with the most tranquil indifference at 
all their splutterings ; they may give vent to their anger 
and resentment in any language they please; they may 
lie and calumniate, and call me Infidel, or any thing else; 
my only emotion ghall be that of pity and regret that men 
shoula yet be so ignorant and irrational. 7 

But why should any of you be angry withme? IfI 
can prove your doctrines to be false and erroneous, what 
occasion is there for anger? What can you want with 
doctrines that are false? As honest men you ought im- 
mediately to abandon them. Instead, therefore, of being 
angry with me, you ought to have the very opposite feel- 
ing—for of what service can error and nonsense be to 
any man, or any set of men? 

But if I prove that your doctrines are not only false 
and erroneous, but that they occasion a vast amount of 
mischief to the people ; that they occasion want and vice 
and all manner of wickedness, and that by removing them 
from the minds of the people, and substituting truths, all 
this want, and vice, and wickedness might be put an end 
to; if, 1 say, I prove this, why should you be angry with 
me for doing it? Surely you cannot wish the people to 
remain in a state of want, and vice, and wickedness ; 
and yet, if you do not, why should you be angry at me 
for showing you the causes of them, and pointing out the 
means for their removal ? 


5 


You talk a great deal about morality and religion ; 
you manifest in your pulpits a great anxiety to spread 
them amongst the people; but who can believe you to be 
sincere, when you resist every attempt to remove the 
causes of immorality and irreligionP You must know 
that effects cannot be removed without removing the causes 
of them, and by resisting the removal of these causes, you 
evidently show a disposition to keep the people in wicked- 
ness. ‘This wickedness proceeds from certain causes.— . 
We bave pointed these causes out to you, and if you will 
not remove them, does not that evidently show that you 
would rather that the people were wicked? Can there 
be conclusions more logical P What ridiculous cant it 
must be then to talk about morality and religion ? 

With this introduction, then, I shall proceed to the 
object of these letters. I shall first show that your doc- 
trines are an entire failure, that they have not‘ accom- 
plished their intended object; and that they are based 
upon an assumption altogether false. I shall, then, take 
them as they occur to me, and if I do not show their com- 
plete absurdity, their entire fallacy and unreasonableness, 
I will never again touch pen, ink or paper. 

1t is now nearly two hundred years since these doctrines 
were first promulgated to the world ; their object was to 
produce ‘peace on earth, and good-will to men,” or, in 
other words, to make man wise,.good and happy. Now 
in the name of all that is just and honourable, have they 
effected their object? Have they, I ask, produced peace 
on earth and good-will to men, or have they made man 
wise, good and happy? Look over the world and see. 
Look over our own native land, ‘the envy of surround- 
ing nations, and the admiration of the world.” Behold 
thousands of people starving to death from want ; behold 
the Christian beggars wandering about in groups, in 
wretchedness and inrags, and dying in the streets and in 
ditches. Behold the “collective wisdom of the nation’ 
passing a law tostarve the people to death in what are called 
_ “ whig bastiles ;”” to murder them by a process of slow 
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starvation. Behold husband separated from wife, and 
children from ‘parents, and such other violence done to 
their feelings, that rather than endure it, numbers of peo- 
ple commit suicide at once in order to terminate their 
sufferings. Behold one set of Christians calling another 
set “‘base, bloody and brutal.” Behold the vices and 
crimes that every where exist ; the dungeoning, the trans- 
porting, the hanging and fifty other things, all indicative 
of wretchedness and disorder, and then tell me if your 
doctrines have produced peace on earth and good-will to 
men, or made man wise, good and happy ? 

That they have not, these horrid scenes bear ample 
testimony. Is not this then a decided proof of the inuti- 
lity of your doctrines ? Does it not show that they have 
utterly failed in affecting their intended object, and that 
therefore, they are entirely useless? And is this not 
enough to induce you to lvok after some other means of 
making man happy ? ; 

Your doctrines have had a trial of nearly two thousand 
years, and at the end of this immense period of time, there 
is now more disorder and strife in the world than ever 
there was at any period of its existence, And will any 
of you tell us that twothousand years are not long enough 
to try the effects of any doctrines or any principle what- 
ever? Mr. Stowell, to be sure, once had.the assurance 
to tell us this; but the bolduess and daring of this man 
are so “exceeding great,’ that his sayings are almost too 
frantic to deserve a serious refutation. Believing there- — 
fore, that such an assertion could alone proceed from a 
aompound so extraordinory as Mr. Stowell, and leaving 
him to enjoy the comforts arising from such frantic non- 
sense, and having thus settled the point as to the entire 
failure and uselessness of your doctrines, I shall now pro- 
ceed to show, that the assumption upon which the whole 
of them rest is utterly false. 

The whole of your religions assume that man is a res- 
ponsible being ; that according to his particular belief, so 
ought he to be rewarded or punished.—“ He that believ- 
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eth shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be 
dammed.” —This is the language of you all ; if, therefore, 
I prove that man is not a responsible being; that isjto 
say, if I prove that his beltef ts forced upon him, and 
given to him independently of his will, it must follow that 
no just power can punish him for his belief, whatever that 
belief may be; and the reason of ‘this is, because to pun- 
ish a man for his belief, while that belief was given to him 
independently of nis will, would be to punish him for that 
which he could not help; and no just power could do this. 
If, then, I prove this, and if this reasoning be coerect, 
(and challenge any of you to refute it,) the whole of 
your doctrines are decided nonsense. ‘They rest upon the 
supposition that man can believe as he likes, and if this 
be false, their foundation is gone and down they must 
tumble, like an old rotten building. 

You all believe that God is just; his justice you say 
is infinite; how then can he punish people for that which 
they cannot help? Is it not blasphemy to suppose such 
a thing? And is it not tenfold blasphemy to be telling 
your fellow-mortals every Sunday that he will doit? The 
punishments among men are grounded upon the suppos- 
itions that man can help acting as he does act, and when 
it is supposed that he cannot help acting as he does, as in 
cases of infancy and insanity, no punishments are inflicted. 
Now this is the conduct of men, of beings whose justice 
is fintée; what then should we expect from a being whose 
justice is infinite? Should we expect enormous cruelty ? 
Here, then, your absurdity is evident. 

“‘O but,” some of you will exclaim, ‘these conclusions 
are unwarranted; gour reasoning may be correct, but it 
is founded on an assumption you have not yet proved, and 
this is the very thing you charge us with.” Yes; you are 
quite right, but if you will call to your aid a. liitle of Job's 
characteristic, | will give you arguments in support of my 
assumption that none of you can confute. 

My assumption then, is, that the. belief of every man 
is given to him INDEPENDENTLY OF HIS WILL, and 
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that, therefore, no just power can punish him for it. 

Your assumption is the opposite of this; you assert 
that the belief of every man depends upon his own will; 
THAT HE CAN EITHER BELIEVE IN THE BIBLE, OR 
NOT BELIEVE IN THE BIBLE; that he can either be 
Christian or Jew, Mahomeden or Infidel, and that, there- 
fore, God will punish him if he do not believe in a par- 
ticular manner. 

These then, are our respective assumptions—and now 
let reason, “the grand prerogative of man,” determine 
between us. : | 

All men believe according to the evidence of their 
senres, and they eannot believe otherwise. For instance— 
if I see any thing white, I cannot believe it black ; or. 
if I hear a loud noise, I cannot believe it a feint noise ; 
or, if I touch any thing hot, I cannot believe it cold; or, 
if I smed/ any thing agreeable, I cannot believe it dis- 
agreeable ; or, if I ¢as¢e any thing sweet, I cannot believe 
1t sour. 

Now, am I. not, in every one of these cases, compelled 
to believe independently of my will? If my will were 
to prompt me to believe that hot which was cold, could I 
doit? No; to be sure not. What power then has my 
will over my belief? None whatever. 

“© but, some of you will exclaim, “it is different in 
matters of religion.” Is it, indeed! where, then, does the 
difference lie? Every one of you, for instance, believe 
that your respective religions are true. Now, can any of 
you, by an effort of your will, believe them to be false P 
If you cannot, is not your belief independent of your will? 
To be sure it is. " 

‘¢Q,” Mr. Stowell will exclaim, “it does not matter 
for that—man can believe as he likes; it is only his cor- 
rupt nature that inclines him to believe falsely.” Now 
here is a precious absurdity—-and observe, this is precisely 
your doctrine. But to reason the matter. Did man form 
his own corrupt nature P If he did not, and if it led him 
about into all manner of mischief and false beliefs, where, 
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I ask, is his free-willP And where, I ask, is the justice 
of punishing a man for that which is the result of his own 
corrupt nature—-which nature he had not the slightest power 
in forming? In the very act, you see, of proving your 
doctrines to be true, you prove them to be false. What 
Ingeneous men you are! 

If you were to reconcile these blundering absurdities, 
instead of abusing us, and calling us Atheists and Infidels, 
it would be much more wise, and much more honest. 

Some of you, perhaps, will say, as I have heard it said, 
that “although we believe man has a free-will, and that 
he can believe as he likes, we do not say that he can be- 
lieve contrary to his senses.” Now this is another of 
your precious absurdities; for, if the will results from the 
senses, and if the senses are given to him independently 
of himselt, (and even Mr. Stowell cannot deny this) how 
can the will be freeP As are the senses, so is the will; 
and as the senses are independent of himself, so is the 
ie Can all your university logic put together overturn 
this P 

O, but you tell us, if we were to read the bible through 
attentively, and with our eyes open, we might believe it 
if we would. I suppose, then, you doubt our sincerity, 
when we tell you we have read it through attentively, 
and that too with our eyes open; for I imagine, if we 
were to read it through with our eyes shut, we should be 
coming up to some of the exploits contained in the book 
itself. 

But whether you doubt our sincerity or not, I beg to 
inform you that I have read the bible attentively, and that 
the more I read it, the more reason I see for disbeliev- 
ing it. | 

The bible asserts things which the whole of my senses 
tell me are false, and if my senses are independent of 
myself, how can I help disbelieving it P 

I know tha God gave me my senses, but how can I 
believe God made the bible, when it is directly opposed 
to these senses? To believe that God is the author of 
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both, is to believe that God commits absurdities like your- 
selves; and to ascribe such a paltry and blundering per- 
formance as the bible to that power which governs the 
universe, is to dishonour that power, if any thing can 
dishonour it. 

Besides, the bible asserts things which the various sci- 
ences of chemistry, astronomy, geology, physiology, and 
many others have proved to be false,—and are we to 
believe that God did not understand these sciences as well 
asman? Are we to believe that man is more intelligent 
than God? Yet we must do this, if we believe the 
blundering book called the bible. And you will talk 
about blasphemy too ! 

The bible abounds with absurdities the most abominable 
that ignorance itself could commit, and with language 
the most obscene that vulgarity could utter. It ascribes 
to a just and merciful God the vilest passions that are to 
he found in the vilest character in existence; it charges 
him with wars and massacres too revolting for humanity 
to hear, and with cruelties more horrid and outrageous, 
by a thousand degrees, than ever were committed bythe 
vilest monster that ever lived; and the particulars of all 
of which I shall notice as I proceed in these letters. For 
tuese reasons, then, and many others, I am compelled to 
reject the bible. The senses which God has given me, 
lead me to it, and if I be wrong, the fault, if fault there 
be, cannot be mine. | 

My belief results from my reasoning, and my reasoning 
results from my capacity to reason, and the evidence laid 
before me; if, then, my capacity to reason be defective, or, 
if the evidence laid before me be defective, is the fault 
mine? No: for both the organization of my brain, from 
which my capacity to reason proceeds, and the evidence 
laid betore me, are altogether beyond my controul, and, 
therefore any effect, such as the will or belief, which 
proceed from these, must also be altogeth¢@ beyond my 
controul. 

Now, although you may all think yourselves very 
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learned ; although you may understand Greek and Latin 
and Hebrew; and although you may be great masters of 
logic, I challenge the whole of you, to show the fallacy of 
this reasoning. And if you connot, the whole of your 
proceedings are absurd from beginning to end. 

But a man’s belief is not only formed independently of 
his will, but it is often formed in direct opposition to it. 
[, for instance, once believed that the principles which I 
now hold were false; I used to argue against them, and 
even write against them; and my will to disbelieve them 
was so strong, owing to their apparent absurdity, that I 
used to be delighted when [ imagined I had discovered 
a fresh argument with which [ might overturn them— 
Continuing, however, to argue, I began to see their trath, 
I saw the principles more clearly,—I found I had mis- 
taken them very much, and at last I saw into them as 
clearly (as Cobbett used to say), as the sun at noon-day. 

Now here you seemy will was to disbelieve these prin- 
ciples, but after the process of reasoning was over, I 
was compelled to alter my will. This then, being the 
case, was that will free? Could I have continued to 
disbelieve them, when my convictions told me they were 
traeP And if I could not, where, I again ask, was my 
free-will P : 

Here, then, is reasoning enough to prove the truth of 
my assumption ; and now I beg to call your attention to 
its peculiar effect upon your various systems of religion. 

The whole of your religions assert, that unless a man 
believe so and so, he will be punished; and that this 
punishment will be inflicted by a just and merciful God. 
Now, having shown that man’s Belief is forced upon him 
independently of his will, it now remains to be ascer- 
tained whether a just and merciful God will punish a man 
for that which he cannot help. 

I know not what ideas of justice or mercy, you, who 
call yourselves ministers of the gospel may have, but 
nothing appears to me more unjust, and more unmerciful, 
than to punish a man for that which he cannot help, and 
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to ascribe such conduct to a God infinite in justice, and 
infinite in mercy, is an absurdity too gross to be conceived. 

The consequence then is, that the whole of your feli- 
gions are pure and decided nonsense. A man’s belief 
being independent of himself, no just power can punish 
him for it; all your benevolent efforts therefore, to save 
 people’s souls, by giving them particular creeds or beliefs, 
are wholly and completely useless. God is just, and, 
therefore, whatever may be a man’s belief, He will not 
punish him for it, seeing that that belief was forced upon 
him independently of himself. 

Now, I solemnly declare that the whole of this reason- 
ing is in perfect accordance with the reasoning powers 
that God has given me. It most materially affects the 
whole of your proceedings; the conclusions to which 1 
have come. pronounce the whole of your doctrines to be 
false and absurd, and unless you either give up these 
doctrines, or show the fallacy of my reasoning, I shall be 
compelled to believe, that you are deceiving and imposing 
upon the people, and under the influence of motives too 
base to be mentioned. 

In conclusion, therefore, I beg to call upon you to de- 
fend your doctrines from the serious charges I have here 
made, and shall continue to make, against them. You 
may either do it by writing or by verbal discussion, which- 
ever you please. But do not continue to act so meanly 
and dishonourably as to preach. doctrines to the people 
which have over and over again been proved to be false 
and absurd, and which none of you are able to defend.— 
Hoping, then, your object is truth. 


I am, respectfully, 
C.J. HASLAM. 


AS te. 
Manchester, January 17, 1838. <\*" @eg" 
ne 
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REV. SIRs, 

In my first Letter I have shown that your various 
systems of religion are entire failures ; that they have not 
accomplished their intended object. That that object was 
to produce “‘ peace on earth and good-will to men,” and 
that after a trial of near two thousand years, no such 
effects have been produced ; but that in all the nations of 
the earth, man is yet vicious, wretched, and unhappy. 
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I have also shown, that the assumption upon which 
the whole of your religions are founded is false. That 
assumption is, that man has a free-will, or that he can 
believe as he likes, and consequently he ought to be pun- 
ished if he does not believe in a particular manner ; and 
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further, that God who is infinite in justice, will inflict 
this punishment in a future state of existence. This I 
have proved to be wholly false and absurd, and that too, 
by a process of reasoning which I challenge the whole of 
you to refute. 


I will now proceed to examine the first article of your 
faith, in relation to the Bible, that book which you be- 
lieve to be a revelation from God; and if I do not show 
the extreme silliness and irrationality in believing such 
things, I will never again utter a syllable against either 
you or your religions. 


In the Church of England prayer-book, I find the 
following article of faith, which is believed in by Chris- 
tians of every denomination :— 


‘There is but one living and true God, everlast- 
ing, without body, parts or passions; of infinite pow- 
er, wisdom and goodness; the maker and preserver of 
all things both visible and invisible.” 


I wish you to pay particular attention to the words, 
without body, parts, or passions. These are the 
words, in relation to other words‘in the Bible, that 
will make apparent your irrationality. And do not 
suppose that my intention is, to disprove the existence — 
of a God, I believe in a God as sincerely as any 
of you do. My purpose is merely to show, that you 
cannot consistently believe in this article, and at the 
same time believe in the Bible. You will no doubt 
wonder at this, but this only shows how little you 
have examined your articles of faith, in reference to 
that book which you call the word of God. Let me 
then proceed , to demonstrate, what I have here de- 
clared. 

Your article declares, that God is without body, parts, 
or passions. Now let me ask, if, in reading your 
Bibles, you never meet with expressions such as, hand 


of the Lord, finger of the Lord, ears of the Lord, 
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back-parts of the Lord, wrath of the Lord, fury of the 
Lord, vengeance of the Lord, and many others, all at 
variance with this article of your faith P How can God 
be without body, if, as the Bible says, he has got hands, 
and ears, and such like? And how can he be without 
parts, if, as Moses says, he has got parts? and he 
spoke from ocular demonstration. And how can he be 
without passions, when wrath and fury and vengeance 
are here ascribed to him? Look at Jeremiah, ch. XX1. 
v. 5, and read as follows :— 


“ And I myself (it is God who speaks,) will fight 
against you with an outstretched hand, and with a strong 
arm, even in anger, and in fury, and in great wrath.” 


Is this a proof that God is without body, parts, or 
passions? And read again, ch. XXIII. v. 20 :— 


‘¢ The anger of the Lord shall not return until he have 
executed, and till he have performed the thoughts of 
his heart.” 


Here God has got a heart, and can he have a heart 
without a body P And here he is going to “ perform the 
thoughts of his heart;” but I shall notice the nonsense of 
that by-and-by. Is it not evident then, that you are in- 
consistent and irrational menP You believe in an ar- 
ticle of faith which declares God to be without body, 
parts or passions; and at the same time you profess to 
believe in the Bible, which flatly denies this, and declares 
that God has got body, parts and passions. Discard 
then these absurdities, or cease to talk about intelligence 
or rationality. | 


But the belief of this article in connection with the 
Bible, is full of absurdities. The article says that God 
is infinite in power, wisdom and goodness. Does a 
being that is znfinzte, possess the same qualities as a being 
that is finite? Must such a being not possess very dif- 
ferent qualitiesP Yet the Bible asoribes to God, anger 
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and grief and wrath and jealousy, and, in short, every 
feeling or quality that belongs to animal nature! Is 
God an animal that he possesses these qualities? Or 
is it the ignorance of Jews and Christians, that falsely 
and blasphemously and presumptuously ascribe them to 
him P Our feelings and passions proceed from our pe- 
culiar organizations, and unless God have a similar 
organization, it is ignorance to talk about him having 
similar feelings and passions. 


Kither God is an organized being, or he is not. If he 
be an organized being, he must possess body, parts and 
passions, and consequently your first article of faith must 
be false. And if he be not an organized being, then he 
cannot possess body, parts or passions, and conse- 
quently your Bible must be false, for it ascribes them to 
him. You can believe which appears the most reason- 
able, but to believe both, or pretend to believe both is lit- 
tle short of insanity. 


Besides, you tell us that God is perfect, and that man 
is imperfect. How then can God possess the same feel- 
ings and passions as we do? How can a perfect being 
possess the same qualities as an imperfect one? And 
you tell us also, that our feelings and passions proceed 
from our corrupt nature. Our nature, say you, is rotten 
to the very core, owing to the fall of man. Is God's na- 
ture then rotten ? How then can he possess the feelings 
and passions that proceed from rottenness? This is your 
religion, and your duty ought to be either to reconcile 
these absurdities, or discard them, and apply yourselves 
to a more useful calling. 


Again, your article of faith says, that God is infinite 
in goodness. Is the God represented in the Bible infinite 
in goodness P Only think of God “ fighting with an 
outstretched arm, even in anger, and in fury, and in 
great wrath.” Is this infinite goodness? Is it finite 
goodness, letting alone infinite goodness? Is it not on 
the contrary, a display of violent and unmerciful rage ? 
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And again Jeremiah tells us, ch. XIII. v. 14, that God 
says himself :— 

“And I will dash them one against another, even 

the fathers and the sons together, saith the Lord; J 
will not pity, nor spare, nor have mercy, but destroy 
them.” 
Is this a manifestation of infinite goodness? Here 
the Lord says, that he will have no mercy. Is thisa 
proof of infinite mercy ? What ridiculous absurdities ! 
Your first article of faith says, that God is infinite in 
goodness, and here God declares himself that he will 
dash people together without either pity or mercy! 
Are you not ashamed of preaching such absurdities to 
the people P 


And now let me refer you to Jeremiah, ch. X. v. 25, 
and read the following words :— 


“Pour out thy fury upon the heathen that know thee 
not, and upon the families that call not upon thy name.’ 


Jeremiah makes this humble supplication, as it is 
called, to the Lord. Jeremiah was an inspired wri- 
ter, and consequently the humble supplication must 
have come from the Holy Ghost. Only think of 
the benevolence here manifested. Because the poor 
heathens were ignorant of the Lord, the Lord, in his 
infinite mercy, is to pour out his fury upon them! 
Ye absurd men, was it the fault of the heathens in 
being ignorant of the Lord? Why then should the 
Lord pour out his fury upon them? 


Ts it not monstrous, that that power which gives life 
and energy to millions of worlds ; which guides them in 
their eternal revolutions in the immensity of space, and 
preserves them in everlasting order and harmony ; is it 
not monstrous that such a power should be represented in 
this barbarous point of view! Violent and boisterous, 
without the least indication of any thing good or rational 
in his proceedings. Such a God may be the God of 
the Christians, but he is not the God that guides the 
universe. 
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I shall now exhibit to your understandings, some 
specimens of ignorance on the part of those who com- 
posed the word of God. Ina passage already quoted 
Jeremiah says, ‘“ The anger of the Lord shall not return 
until he have performed the thoughts of his heart.” 
You will please to notice particularly the words in italics. 
And again in the same book, ch. XIII. v. 10, God him- 
self says, “This evil people, which refuse to hear my 
words, which walk in the imagination of their heart,” 
and so on. And again God says, ch. XVI. v. 12, “ And 
ye have done worse than your fathers; for, behold, ye 
walk every one after the imagination of his evil heart,” 
and so on. Many other expressions could be adduced of 
a similar character, but these are sufficient for my pur- 
pose. I want to know, expounders of the Gospel, the 
sense of these expressions. I mean those in italics. 
Here the Lord is going to perform the thoughts of his 
heart, and people walk in the imagination of their heart, 
and every one walks after the zmagination of his evil 
heart. What can such words mean? Was the heart 
the organ of the mind in ancient times? Did the heart 
think and imagine P Physiologists in these days tell us, 
that the drain is the organ of the mind ; and consequently 
all that we think and imagine, proceeds from the brain. 
The function of the heart, they say, is to propel the blood 
round the animal system; and consequently it has no 
more to do with thinking or imagining, than the stomach 
or the lungs. What then are we to conclude from this 
silly nonsense P Why, that both God and Jeremiah 
were ignorant of the science of animal physiology. Here 
then your own sacred volume accuses God of ignorance. 
It says in effect that God, although he created man, did 
not know whether the brain or the heaft was the organ 
of the mind ? 


If I could find nothing else in the Bible that I could 
object to, this alone, in my estimation, is sufficient to 
condemn the whole book. According to the old saying, 
tt lets the cat out of the bag, and the cheat is discovered. 
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If God had spoken to the human race, would he have 
used language which only could proceed from igno- 
ranceP Would he have talked of the “ thoughts of his 
heart,’ or the people walking in the “ imagination of their 
hearts,” or would he have zsed any expression which the 
human race, with their finite powers, could discover to de 
senseless and silly. No man would ever talk of perform- 
ing the thoughts of his stomach, or the imagination of 
his lungs, or the reflections of his kidnies; yet your 
Bible imputes to God language equally as ridiculous. 


You will now be kind enough to turn to Jeremiah, ch. 
xv. v. 6, and read as follows :— 


<“‘'Thou hast forsaken me, saith the Lord, thou art 
gone backward, therefore will I stretch out my hand 
against thee, and destroy thee; J am weary with re- 
penting.” 

Is this an expression to be expected from the Deity, 
I am weary with repenting? Is not the Deity omnipo- 
tent in powerP How then could he be weary, which 
means being ¢tired or fatigued? And what could such 
a being repent about? Is he not omniscient?  Possess- 
ing all knowledge, he would know beforehand every 
event that would happen. The result or consequence of 
all his actions he would be perfectly aware of ; and noth- 
ing could take place without his knowledge and permis- 
sion. What occasion, then, could there be for repent- 
ing P We repent because something happens to us 
which we did not expect, or which we could not foresee ; 
but this can never be the case with God. How absurd 
then to talk about God repenting! 


But here the simple people who wrote the Bible again 
betray themselves. They fashion God according to them- 
selves: they ascribe to him their own defects and imper- 
fections; they make him, in fact, similar to themselves, 
whereas there can be no comparison in the case. To as- 
cribe to a mite in a cheese the qualities that belong to a 
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man, would be absurd; but to ascribe them to God, is a 
thousand times more so. A mite and a man, in a great 
measure, are similar existences. They are both compounds 
of matter, and are both composed of similar elements. The 
are subject to the same organic laws, and equally lable 
te destruction. They both require to be gnrrounded by 
the same atmosphere, and removed from this atmosphere 
they cannot live. Yet, notwithstanding this similarity 
between them, how different are their general qualities ; 
how different must be their thoughts, feelings and pas- 
sions! What then must be the difference between a man 
and the author of the Universe? The one a mere in- 
sect, a sort of mite, and the other a being from whom 
this mite derives its existence, and whose power ex- 
tends through all space, and guides the revolutions of 
worlds millions upon millions of miles asunder. Can 
the imagination of a mite like man, form any concep- 
tion of the difference? What absurdity and nonsense 
then, to compare such a being or power to a cruel 
aud brutal old man, such as the Bible represents God 
to be! 


To make any comparison at all in such a case, is 
an evidence of the grossest ignorance. Man, like the 
mite in a cheese, is a mere organic production, exist- 
ing but for a day; but God, that power which gives 
life and energy to the Universe, is some inconceivable 
something, whose existence is eternal. To talk there- 
fore about such a being repenting; or that he thinks 
and feels and acts either like a mite in a cheese, or 
a mite that buys and sells cheeses, is an act of the 
most ridiculous folly that mortals can be guilty of. 


Let me now show you the inconsistency of one part of 
the word of God with another, on this subject of God 
repenting. If you turn to Numbers, ch. XXIII. v. 19, 
you will find the following words :— 


“ God is not a man, that he should lie; neither the 
son of man, that he should repent.” 
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Here then Moses tells us, that God is not a being that 
repents. Yet, according to Jeremiah, who also was an 
inspired writer, God declares himself, that he was weary 
with repenting / He not only repents, but he gets tired 
and fatigued with it. Must not one of these inspired 
writers be lying? What infatuation to call the Bible 
the word of God! 


Another passage worthy of attention is Jeremiah, ch. 
XXV. v. 27, as follows :— 


“Therefore thou shalt say unto him, Thus saith the 
Lord of hosts, the God of Israel: drink ye and be 
drunken, and spue, and fall, and rise no more, because 
of the sword which I will send among you.” 


Here is language for the author of the Universe! 
Drink ye and be drunken, and spue. Such language 
may be heard in tap-rooms, but seldom I believe any 
where else. Very likely the author of it was a fre- 
quenter of such places. What honest and consistent 
men, you Rey. gentlemen are! Did you find such lan- 
guage in any other book but the Bible, you would cry 
it down as being unchaste and vulgar; but being in the 
Bible, it is purity itself. But is this the worst language 
that is found in the BibleP Are there no passages 
obscene and filthy in the BibleP Let us draw a vail 
before them, for they are unfit for allusion, much less 
quotation. ! . 


I will now give you another instance of the justice 
and benevolence of the God represented in the Bible. If 
you turn to Jeremiah, ch. XXVII. v. 8, you will find the 
following passage, alleged to be spoken by God him- 


self :— 


“ And it shall come to pass, that the nation and king- 
dom which will not serve the same Nebuchadnezzar the 
king of Babylon, and that will not put their neck under 
the yoke of the king of Babylon, that nation will I 
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punish, saith the Lord, with the sword and with the fa- 
mine, and with the pestilence, until I have consumed 
them by his hand.” 


Here the Lord orders all nations and kingdoms to be- 
come slaves to Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon, and 
that if they refuse to do so, he threatens to consume them 
with a famine, and a pestilence, and a sword. Is this a 
manifestation of the Lord’s infinite goodness, spoken of 
in your article of faith? Why should all nations become 
slaves? Why should they “ put their neck under the 
yoke of the king of Babylon?” Did the Lord delight 
in slavery P j 


The Lord, in the next verse, cautions all nations against 
hearkening unto prophets, and diviners, and dreamers, 
and enchanters, and sorcerers; for it seems these sort of 
people were in the habit of persuading the people, in op- 
position to the Lord’s commands, not to become slaves 
to the king of Babylon. I imagine they were radical re- 
formers, but under different names: at any rate they had 
some notion of liberty. The Lord proceeds, and at 
verse 15, speaking of these people, says ;— 


“For I have not sent them, saith the Lord, yet they 
prophecy a lie in my name; that I might drive you out, 
and that ye might perish, ye, and the prophets that pro- 
phecy unto you.” 


This is a rare sample of the Lord’s infinite goodness, 
and infinite wisdom. ‘The Lord tells those nations whom 
he had commanded to put their neck under the yoke of 
the king of Babylon, that certain prophets prophecy lies 
in his name, that he might drive them out of their land, 
and that they might perish. It appears that in those 
days, prophets and dreamers and conjurers were a very 
numerous race of beings, and that they used to pester the 
people with all manner of tales and nonsense. Vast 
numbers it seems used to go about and pretend that they 
were sent by the Lord, although the Lord never had sent, 
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them; and they used to tell all manner of lies, and de- 
ceive the people. Besides these, there were real pro- 
phets; at least there were prophets whom the Lord really 
did send, and these also used to tell all manner of tales 
to the people. Now, what I want to know is, how 
could the people tell which were sent by the Lord, and 
which were not sent by the Lord; supposing the Lord 
sent any of them? It is quite evident that they had no 
means whatever of knowing the difference: yet if they 
happened to listen to one sort and not to the other, the 
Lord, in his infinite goodness, would destroy them with 
a famine and a sword and a pestilence! How would hu- 
man beings act in such a case ; that is to say, beings of 
finite goodness P If they saw a number of people in gross 
delusion, having been led astray by some fanatic or im- 
postor; would they punish them for their delusion ? 
Would they destroy them with a famine and a sword 
and a pestilence P I, for instance, now see the Chris- 
tians in gross delusion; but do I punish them for it, 
or rather, would I punish them, if 1 had the power? 
Certainly not.. People in delusion are more to be 
pitied than punished. Instead of even abusing the Chris- 
tians, I am labouring to undeceive them. How then 
is this P How is it, that in cases where a being of finite 
goodness exercises no punishment whatever, but on the 
contrary sympathizes with the victims of delusion, how is 
it] ask, that in such cases a being of infinite goodness 
exercises the severest punishment? Answer me this 
question, ye advocates of the Bible. 


But the best of it is, the Lord not only declares that he 
will destroy the victims cf delusion, but he says that the 
lying prophets deceived the people in order that he might 
destroy them. What nonsense is this? If infinite in 
wisdom, would he not know that they were so deceived ; 
and knowing this, why should he destroy them? But 
such nonsense is unworthy of further notice. 


Who then can believe that the Lord of the Universe | 
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is the same as the Lord represented in the Bible P 
Who can believe that. a being omnipotent, and infi- 
nite in wisdom and goodness, would act in the ignorant 
and brutal manner here represented? I for one can- 
not believe it: the reason that God has given me will 
not allow me. 


I have now shown that it is utterly impossible to 
believe in the first article of your faith, and at the 
same time believe in the Bible. The one is directly 
opposed to the other. The one says that God is with- 
out body, parts or passions, and infinite in power, 
wisdom and goodness, and the other says, that he has 
body, parts and passions, and that he is feeble, igno- 
rant and cruel. Show me then, the fallacy of my 
reasoning, or renounce your ignorant and erroneous 
doctrines. 


I am respectfully, 


C. J. HASLAM. 
Manchester, February 14th, 1838. 
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REV. Sirs, 


In my last Letter I showed you the inconsistency 
of believing in the fundamental article of your religion, 
and at the same time believing in the Bible. I showed 
you that the one was directly opposed to the other ; that 
the article declared that God was infinite in power, wis- 
dom, and goodness, and that the Bible represented God 
a8 possessing none of these qualities, but qualities of 
the very opposite description. 

In addition to this I showed you many other absur- 
dities, and, taking them altogether, they were, in my 
Opinion, quite sufficient to convince ordinary men of the 
“error of their ways ;” but as you happen to be men of 
a different description, I of course cannot expect that they 
would have the same effect upon you. 
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The affinity existing between you and error is uncom- 
monly strong, and it requires more than ordinary force 
to destroy that affinity. You have, too, been so long 
united with error, that you and it have become a sort of 
chemical compound, and as reasoning is the only agent 
that can effect a decomposition, I must continue my at- 
tacks until the union be disolved. You will then be 
ashamed of your errors, and like honest men embrace 
the truth. 

I will now commence with the book of Genesis, and 
examine the account there given of the creation of the 
world. I shall then proceed onwards through your “ sa- 
cred volume,” and by the time I get to the end of the 
New Testament, most wonderful, I imagine, will be 
the alteration in your minds for the better. 


Of course I do not propose to review ad/ the matter 
in the Bible, for this, I imagine, would take me a life- 
time: I merely intend noticing those errors and absur- 
dities which appear to me the most prominent. I may, 
perhaps, notice some which have already been exposed, 
but whether I do or not, I beg to observe that I wish 
to copy nothing from other writers, I have a mind of 
my own, and what I write 1 wish to be the entire 
product of that mind. 


Although the book of Genesis is one of those books 
which are ascribed to Moses, you all believe, neverthe- 
less, that God was the real author of it. God exerted 
some sort of influence over Moses, which you call in- 
spiration, and the result of this influence was the produc- 
tion of the five books standing first in order in the 
Bible. God, then, being the reputed author of these 
books, and as they relate many strange things concerning 
God, let us proceed to examine whether such books, or 
such proceedings, have any relation to that Being who 
governs the universe, and whom you believe to be in- 
finite in power, wisdom, and goodness. 


My conviction is, that such a Being, or Power, had 
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no more to do with the writing of these books, than I 
had to do with placing the earth in its orbit. Had such 
a Being produced them, they would have borne marks 
of his wisdom and goodness, but instead of this, they 
are books abounding with the grossest ignorance; and 
as to the conduct they attribute to the Deity, it is no 
more the conduct of a Being infinite in power, wisdom 
and goodness, than thieving is the conduct of an honest 
man. But let us proceed to an examination. The first 
sentence is :— 


“In the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth.” 


Now, what are we to understand from thisP Does 
it mean that God created the universe P_ If it does, why 
does it not say soP And what does the word heaven 
mean? Does it mean the thousands of worlds that are 
revolving round their several suns? or does it mean 
the solar system, of which our earth forms but a trifling 
part? Does it mean the mighty and boundless universe, 
or does it mean some imaginary place “up above,” for 
the souls of pious men after they are dead P The very 
frst expression of your “sacred volume,” proclaims the | 
ignorance of the mind from which it proceeded, for had 
that mind had the least conception at all of the universe, 
it would have used language descriptive of that universe ; 
but instead of this, it gives us an idea the very opposite 
of what the universe really is. The account goes on :— 


“And the earth was without form and void; and 
darkness was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit 
of God moved upon the face of the waters.” 


I should like to know whether, at this time, the earth 
had commenced its revolutionary motion round the sun. 
What nonsense! The sun was not yet made. Where 
then was the earthP The account proceeds :— 


; “And God said, Let there be light: and there was 
ight.” 
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What! light without the sunP Is the sun not the 
eause of light? No, for,— 


“ And God saw the light, that i¢ was good: and God 
divided the light from the darkness.” 


Yes, good light without the sun, and God saw this. 
But the idea of dividing the light from the darkness ; 
that is to say, dividing something from nothing, for dark- 
ness is nothing more than the absence of the imponderable 
element called light. It goes on :— 


“ And God called: the light day, and the darkness he 
ealled night. And the evening and the morning were 
the first day.” 


Here then we have the first day over without either 
sun, moon, or stars. Had the earth commenced its re-- 
volution yetP But the account goes on :— 


“And God said, Let there be a firmament in the 
midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the 
waters..” 

A firmament / what can that mean? And what is 
the meaning of dividing the waters from the waters? 
In one case we have dividing something from nothing, 
and now we have dividing one thing from itself. The 
inspired volume continues :— 


«¢ And God made the firmament, and divided the wa- 
ters which were under the firmament from the waters 
which were above the firmament: and it was so. 

“And: God ealled the firmament heaven; and the. 
evening and the morning were the second day.” 


If then the firmament is heaven, there must be waters 
above heaven ; for it says, the waters which were under 
the firmament were divided from the waters above the fir- 
mament. We- have, however, another day passed away 
without either sun, moon, or stars: and.as to whether the 
earth had yet commenced its revolution either on its axis, 
or in its orbit, the inspired writer leaves us altogether in: 


the dark. But I should like to know how there could. 
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‘be waters without the sun P It is the heat from: the ean 
which keeps the waters in their fluid form. Towards the 
polar regions, where this heat is not so abundant, there 
is no water at all; there is nothing but solid ice. How 
then could there be waters before there was any heat to 
produce them P The account proceeds :— 


“ And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be 
gathered together unto one place, and let the dry lanil 


appear: and it was so.” 


It appears then, that the waters under the heaven-were 

gathered together unto one place; but what became of 

the waters above the heaven? Has the inspired writer 
left us to guess this also P It goos on :— 


“ And God called the dry land earth, and the gather- 
ing together of the waters called he seas: and God saw 
that @% was good.” 


What “it,” the earth and the seas? ‘If these were 
good, the inspired writer ought to have said, and Goll 
saw that.they were good.” But these sort of blunders 
are innumerable. It. continues :— 


“ And the earth brought forth grass, any herb yielding 
seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit whose seed 
was in itself, after his kind; and God saw that it was 
good.” 

This was on the third day, and the sun was not yet 
made; so that we have here a most splendid mystery, 
vegetation going on independently of the sun. The in- 
spired writer then says :— 


; “And the evening and the morning were the third 
ay.” . 

Here then are three days passed and gone without ever 
asun. I should like to know what it was that occasioned 
the “ evenings” and the “mornings.” Now-a-days they 
proceed from what is called the setting and rising of the 
sun, but it seems, from this inspired volume, that they 
existed before the cause which produced them existed. 
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Very philosophic indeed! But where was the earth all 
this time? Had it yet commenced its revolutionsP It 
goes on:— 


“ And God said, Let there be Zghts in the firmament 
of the heaven to divide the day from the night; and let 
them be for signs and for seasons, and for days and 
years.” 


Here then the sun comes at last. But why talk about 
dividing the day from the nightP Did God not do this 
on the first day? Refer to the passage, Sirs. The di- 
vine writer goes on :— | 


“‘ And let them be for lights in the firmament of the 
heaven to give light upon the earth: and it wasso.” 


“To give light upon the earth,” just as if the earth 
was all in darkness! Why, on the first day “ God saw 
the light that it was good,” yet on the fourth day God 
says, “‘ Let there be lights in the firmament to give light 
upon the earth!” Is this infinite wisdomP But the 
science of Astronomy tells us that the sun, besides fur- 
nishing our earth with light, furnishes a number of other 
planets with light also; and that all these planets are 
continually revolving round the sun at different dis- 
tances, our earth, for instance, being distant about 96 
millions of miles. The expression, therefore, ‘to give 
light upon the earth,” is an expression of ignorance. 


But in talking of the purposes of the sun, how does 
it happen that the Bible never mentions the most essen- 
tial of all its purposes? The sun is the source of heat 
as well as of light, and were it not to transmit this 
heat to the earth, the earth would be what none of us 
can form the least conception of. In the first place, 
not adrop of water would be found on the whole globe, 
all would be frozen up; and in the second place, neither 
animal nor vegetable could exist; all life would be to- 
tally extinct; and, in short, the earth would become 
nobody knows what. Now one would have thought 
that any thing pretending to give an account of the 
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nature and purposes of the sun, would never have omit- 
ted to mention that purpose upon which depended, not 
only the existence of the entire of the human race, but 
the existence of every animal and vegetable to be found 
on the globe. The Bible, however, has omitted to 
mention this, and this, im my opinion, is decisive evi- 
dence that it is not the word of God. The account 
proceeds :— 


‘And God made two great lights ; the greater light 
to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night ; 
he made the stars also.” 


Now I imagined this was done before, for at the con- 
clusion of the preceding verse, after the expression “ And 
let them be for lights,” &c. it says “and it was so.” 
But it seems from this verse that it was nof so, for here 
is God only making them yet. The writer goes on :— 


“ And God set them in the firmament of the heaven 
to give light upon the earth.” 


Not a word about heat; nor of the earth’s revolution 
round the sun. But when did the earth commence this 
revolution ? Has it commenced it yetP Not a word 
about these important matters. Alas! there was a good 
reason for it. The impostor who wrote this account (for 
that is his proper name), knew as much about these 
things as the pen I hold in my hand. His language is 
the language of ignorance. Yet you will tell us the Bible 
is the work of infinite wisdom! Had wisdom produced 
the Bible, wisdom would have been displayed in it; but 
since wisdom is not displayed in it, your Bible is.a fraud 
and a cheat. 

What sense is there in the expression, “the greater 
light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the 
night P” The day is occasioned by the revolution of 
the earth on its axis; and it depends upon the velocity of 
this revolution, as well as upon the particular inclination 
_ of the earth in its orbit, while revolving round the sun, as 
to how long or how short the days shall be. And as to 
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‘the night, the moon has just as much to do with roling 
it, as it has to do with ruling the day. Whether there 
was a moon or not, the night would just be.the same. 
The moon, to be sure, occasions a little light now and 
then upon the earth, but this is only occasionally, and 
therefore, if its purpose was to rule the night, it very 
often neglects its duties, for many nights it is never seen 
at all. Besides, the light which the moon occasions does 
not proceed from the moon itself, it is only the reflection 
of the sun’s rays upon its surface. To call, therefore, the 
moon the “ lesser light,” is nonsense. Such an idea could 
only proceed from ignorance. 


The fourth day being now completed, God, on the fifth 
day, creates ‘“‘ great whales, and every living creature 
that moveth,” and after God blessed them, saying, “be 
fruitful and multiply,” the “evening and the morning 
‘were the fifth day.” On the sixth day God makes the 
beasts,” and “ eattle,” and “every thing that creepeth 
upon the earth,” and after seeing that ‘it was” good, he 
commences the noble work of making man. 


‘Before, however, I enter upon this part of my subject, 
I wish to ask you all, how it happens that, in this account 
of the creation, there is not the least mention made of the 
“making ” of the air or atmosphere P Moses could talk 
about dividing the waters from the waters, and about di- 
viding the light from the darkness, which is pure nonsense, 
but the atmosphere, which is a most important body of 
‘matter, he could pass over as if nothing of the kind ex- 
isted. Now the atmosphere is a body. of matter nearly 
equal in bulk to ‘half the size of the globe itself, and its 
‘uses are of more importance than any other portion of 
matter that we know.of. Neither animals nor.vegetables 
could live a moment without.it; and all combustion, in 
the shape of fires and lights of every description, would 
instantly cease were it not for its vital properties. Its 
extent upwards is supposed to be about 45 miles, and cal- 
culating its pressure upon the earth to be 15lbs. to every 
-equare inch, it has been estimated that the entire weight 
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of air pressing upon the earth is equal to that of a globe 
or ball of lead 60 miles in diameter! Yet, immense as 
this body of matter is, important as it is to animal and 
vegetable life, it is never even noticed in your pretended 
account of the creation. Moses could talk about dark- 
ness, which:is. neither matter nor spirit, but that which was 
a substantial substance, he could pass over without ever 
even hinting at it. Whether his senses were not refined 
enough to take cognizance of this particular kind of mat-. 
ter, is more than I can say; but taking the account alto- 
gether, considering the erroneous ideas that his language 
contains, and: the: silliness of the language itself, he knew 
ho more; in my opinion, as to how the world was created 
than my ink bottle. And now for the creation of man:. 
The inspired writer says.:— 

* And God said, Let «s make man in owr image, after 
eur likeness.” 


Now what do these words “us,” and “our” mean ? 
Do they relate to God? Did God say, “ Let us” do so- 
and so, when he himself was only doing it? He could 
not say this, for it would be absurd. What then do these 
words mean? If they are correct, there must have been 
two or three Gods; and if there was only one God, this 
must be a blunder. The writer goes on :— 


“So God created man in his own. image, in the image 
ef God. created. he him; male and female created he 
them.” 


Now hei2 we have “ his” image, although in the last 
verse-we had “our” image. In which verse then are we 
to believeP The language of the one implies two or 
three. Gods, and. the language of the other implies only 
one. We cannot believe in both verses; in which then 
are we to believeP Alas! what a production of infi- 
nite wisdom P 

The inspired writer proceeds with his narrative, and 
then informs us that God, having completed the whole 
of. his labours, “‘ rested on the seventh day from all his. 


10 


work which he had made.” Now only think of God 
resting, a being omnipotent, or infinite in power. But 
above all why should he labour for six whole days, when 
he could have performed that labour in a second P Such 
a being would only need to have willed it, and the whole 
would have been done. Would any of you, for instance, 
work a whole week, if you could execute that work in a 
day, or in an hourP Tobesure not. Then why sup- 
pose that the Deity would do itP And why suppose that 
he rested; that he was tired and fatigued like a manP 
Is this not blasphemy P Let us now read with atten- 
tion the following passage, ch. I, v. 5:— 

‘“‘ And every plant of the field before it was in the 
earth, and every herb of the field before it grew: for the 
Lord God had not caused it to rain upon the earth, and 
there was not a man to till the ground.” 


Here is a proof of inspiration at any rate. The divine 
writer told us that God on the sixth day created man in 
his own image, and that having completed the whole of 
his work, he rested on the seventh day, and now he tells us 
some time afterwards, that there was not a man to till the 
ore ! ‘Was there ever a contradiction more glaring 

an this? Will man submit any longer to be gulled 
with such rubbishP Do we not know that contradictions 
could never proceed from infinite wisdom? And since 
the Bible contains contradictions, is this not proof enough 
that God is not the author of itP Can any reasoning be 
more clear and decided than this P 

But how did it happen that “the Lord had not caused 
it to rain? The sun was made at that time, and the air 
was also made, although Moses does not tell us when the 
latter was made, or whether it made itself or not; and if 
these things existed, there must have been rain then as 
well as now. These would have caused the evaporation 
of the waters on the earth, and these vapours would be 
precipitated as they are now precipitated. The expres- 
sion, therefore, that ‘“‘God had not caused it to rain,” is 
an ignorant expression. Moses then says :— 
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© And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the 
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life ; 
and man became a living soul.” 


Dust, then, it appears, was the material out of which 
God formed man. We are not told what sort of dust 
it was; but man now-a-days, as well as all other animal 
substances, are composed principally of oxygen, hydro- 
gen, nitrogen and lime; and what we call dust is com- 
posed principally of silica; so that here is something 
which requires explanation. Whether the elements of 
matter have changed their chemical properties, or whe- 
ther man is now composed of different elements to what 
he was at his creation, are matters which we might inquire 
into had we time; but it appears quite evident to me 
that this is another of those ignorant expressions of the 
Bible, which decide, to my satisfaction, that it is a fraud 
and a cheat. 


The inspired writer goes on with his narrative, and 
describes to us the garden of Eden, into which, he in- 
forms us, the Lord put the man, “to dress and to keep 
it He then says :-— 

“And the Lord God said, It is not good that the 
man should be alone; J will make him an help meet 
for him.” 

What! has the woman, too, disappeared P Now only 
consider this gross contradiction. In one place Moses 
tells us, that God made both man and woman on the 
sixth day, at one and the same time, and in another 
place he tells us that they were made some time after- 
wards, the man at one time and the woman at another ; 
that is to say, God first makes man and woman on 
the sixth day, and having rested on the seventh day, 
and looking about him some time afterwards, he finds 
that “there was not a man to till the ground;” and 
having made one, and placed him in the garden of 
Eden, he discovers that there was no woman! and 
this is the word of God! Who would blaspheme the 
Deity by ascribing to him such abominable trash P 
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The mode of making the woman, according to the 
second account, is curious. It seems that the Lord 
caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and that while 
he was sleeping he slit his belly open and took out one 
of his ribs, and this rib he transformed into a woman. 
Adam, it seems, was not the least disturbed during the 
operation, but when he awoke and beheld the woman be- 
fore him, he says to her, ‘“‘ This is bone of my bone, and 
flesh of my flesh, she shall be called woman, because she 
was taken out of man.” How Adam had learned to talk 
so soon, and how he knew she had been “taken out of 
man, are matters to be wondered at. 


I have now reviewed the whole of what is called the 
Mosaic account of the creation; and I have shown that 
that account is a piece of nonsense from beginning to 
end. I have pointed out symptoms of ignorance in al- 
most every verse; and I have shown that the whole is 
interspersed with glaring absurdities. What then can 
we want more to decide the origin of the Bible?’ We 
know very well that ignorance and absurdities could 
never proceed from infinite wisdom; and since these 
are found in the Bible, is that not proof enough that 
God is not the author of it? Show me, then, the fal- 
lacy of my reasoning, or renounce your ignorant and 
erroneous doctrines... -- 
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REV. SiRS,—Before I proceed to the subject of this 
letter, let me just ask you what you think of my three 
preceding letters? Do you think they do not prove your 
doctrines to be falseP Do you think the arguments they 
contain are not sound and effective? And can you con- 
tinue to preach these doctrines to the people while these 
letters remain unanswered and unrefutedP? I have shown 
that your doctrines are false; I have proved them to be 
a0 by fair and rational argument; why thew not renounce 
those doctrinesP Why preach them to.the people when 
you know they are false? If you still believe them to 
be true,—if you think my arguments are weak and falla- 
clous,—is it not very easy for you to showitP You 
must be sensible of the extensive circulation of my letters ; 
you must be aware how rapidly the people are imbibing 
the principles they inculcate; and if these principles be 
false, does it not reflect something serious upon your 
shoulders? If your doctrines are necessary to the salva- 
tion of the people; if they are necessary to save people 
from eternal damnation, as you say they are, does it be- 
come you to stand still like posts, and see people rejecting 
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these doctrines as trash, owing to the reading of my let- 
ters, and the reading of other publications of a similar 
kindP Does it, I ask, become you to be silent, while 
people are renouncing your doctrines in this manner, and 
whilst those doctrines are of such vital and awful import- 
ance to the human race, in relation to a world to come ? 
None of you can care a twopence about the safety of peo- 
ple’s souls: if you did, would you see people rolling into 
perdition in this manner, without attempting to save them ? 
Would you see them giving up your blessed doctines, and 
embracing doctrines that are “horrible and awful P”— 
Would you, in short, see people on the very verge of the 
awful gulph, without raising a shout, or doing a something 
to rescue them from everlasting smoke, or rather, 
soot,—for heads filled with soot instead of brains could 
hardly have conceived absurdities more wild, or folly more 
enormous. than the stuff called religion, which has been 
preached to the people in all ages of the world. What 
absurdity can be more wild, or more abominable, than to 
suppose that a being of infinite goodness would punish a 
poor weak thing like man, with eternal suffering, because 
he did not believe in a particular mamer, while he had 
no more command over his belief, than he had over the 
colour of his skin, or the length ot his frame? What 
absurdity, I ask, can be more enormous than thisP yet 
millions of the human race believe it; and you, wise and 
rational men that you are, are hired and paid for preach- 
ing it to them ! 





But why not answer my letters? Why not defend 
your doctrines from the charges I have made against 
them P Or, why not give those doctrines up? Why 
not abandon them, as honest menP But, very likely my 
letters are beneath your notice. Your lofty souls, 1 dare 
say, are not susceptible of such extreme condescension as 
to notice such dirty things. How is it likely, formed as 
you are, of such refined materials, and, formed as I am, 
of materials so gross. Vain mortals! You may pretend 
this—you may affect this—but this, alas! is not argument. 
A ffectation is one thing, and argument another; and an 
man may use the former, but not so with the latter. 
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But even supposing you do resort to this miserable 
shift, do you suppose that this will satisfy the readers of 
my letters? Co you suppose that this empty display will 
clear up the absurdities and inconsistencies I have exposed 
to people’s view? Do you, in short, suppose that miser- 
able silence will prove that to be true, which I have 
shown to be false? If you do, you are sadly mistaken : 
it is argument the people want, and unless you can ad- 
vance this, mdst speedy will be your downfall. 


Hoping that these remarks will be of service in rela-- 
tion to your future conduct, I will now proceed to the 
subject of this letter. In my last letter, as you will all 
remember, I reviewed the Mosaic account of the creation. 
I pointed out to you the many and the vast beauties of 
that account. I showed you the vast wisdom displayed . 
in it; and I proved to you, by incontrovertible argument, 
that such an account could have proceeded from no other 
being than a being of infinite ignorance—wisdom I mean. 
I will now, therefore, go on to the “Mosaic account” of 
what you call the “fall of man,” which, in point of wis- 
dom, outstrips even the last “account.” 


Moses (if it be not a calumny to charge him with it,) 
commences this account in the followmg manner, (3 chap. 
Genesis, 1 verse) :— 


“Now the serpent was more subtle than any beast of 
the field which the Lord God had made. And he said 
unto the woman, Yea hath God said, Ye shall not eat of 
every tree of the garden.” 


Now [I suppose there is nothing strange in a serpent 
talking toa woman? It is quite natural, and quite pos- 
sible, and quite common. Do any of them possess this 
power now? or when did they lose this power? Can 
any of you tell us? ‘Oh you simpleton !’’ some of you 
will very likely exclaim, “it was not the serpent that 
spoke, it was the devil, who entered into the serpent, or 
who assumed the serpent’s shape.’”’ Yes, J dare say it 
was; but we shall see whether it was or not by-and-by. 
Let us have the “account” first. 
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‘¢ And the woman said unto the serpent, we may eat 
of the fruit of the trees of the garden ; but of the fruit of 
the tree which is in the midst of the garden, God hath 
said ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest 
ye die. And the serpent said unto the woman, ye shall 
not surely die; for God doth know that in the day ye 
eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and ye shall 
be as gods, knowing good and evil.” 


_ Now, why should God give to Adam and Eve two 
‘opposite and contradictory commands? In the 1 chap. 
and 29th verse, God says to them, ‘ Behold, I have 
given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the 
face of all the earth, and every tree in the which is a fruit 
of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat.” — 
Yet after this God tells them that there are some particu- 
lar trees they shall not touch lest they die. Would you 
have us believe that the Deity would be so absurd 
as this? But it seems the eyes of Adam and Eve were 
not yet opened, and that they knew not geod from 
evil. Now, if this was the case, was it any wonder that 
they fell into error? Was it any wonder that they par- 
took of the fruit when they knew not whether it was right 
or wrong to doso? What absurd nonsense to be sure! 
Here we are told that Adam and Eve knew not good 
from evil; that God had formed them without any pow- 
ers to distinguish the one from the other; yet, when they 
happen to fall into evil, God in his infinite goodness not 
only punishes them for it, but all their posterity for ever! 
Could insanity conceive anything more monstrousP But 
you pretend that Adam and Eve, before the fall, were 
perfect ; now before the fall they were blind, and kaew 
not good from evil. Are these then your traits of perfec- 
tionP I dare say you will say they are, 


‘“‘ And when the women saw that the tree was good for 
food, and that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree to 
be desired to make one wise, she took of the fruit thereof 
and did eat, and gave also unto her husband with her, 
rad he did eat.” 
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Now what impropriety was there in this? Were her 
motives not proper and becoming? The fruit was good 
for food, pleasant to the eyes, and calculated to impart 
wisdom, and why should she not partake of it? Did the 
Almighty wish to keep her in ignorance? Did he wish 
to keep her in that state of perfection, as you call it, in 
which she should be unable to know good from evil. 
This was her state previous to the eating of the fruit, 
and are we to suppose that God wished to continue her 
in this state And do you call thisa ‘fall?’ Do you 
call the opening of her eyes and the getting of knowledge 
a “fall?” J dare say it was a fall in your estimation. 
I dare say we are all falling very rapidly. We are 
all getting our eyes opened, and we are all acquiring 
knowledge, and no doubt we are “falling” most dread- 
tally. ‘Take care, however, that you do not fall along 
with us. 


But is it not an insult to the Deity to suppose that he 
would punish his creatures because they wished to ac- 
quire knowledge? Is it not blasphemy to suppose such 
a thing ? 


But (supposing the account to be true) I should like 
to know what the tree was planted in the garden at all 
for? What was its use? What were its purposes? 
Who was to eat the fruit if Adam and Eve were not to 
eat it? Was it to fall from the branches and wither and 
decay? Was it for no purpose whatever P—Alas! its 
purpose is clear: a snare to entangle the innocent; a 
precipice over which the blind might fall; a furnace into 
which Adam and Eve might tumble; and this yon call 
goodness! This you attribute to the Governor of the 
Universe! Daring mortals! Accumulations of absur- 
dity! ‘Will you never be rational? Will you never 
cast away these monkish notions ? 


You will, however, very likely tell us, that Adam and 
Eve knew of this snare. God apprised them of it. 
But, in the first place, why place the snare there at all P 
And, in the second place, their eyes were not yet opened; 
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they knew not good from evil. This is stated in several 
parts of the very chapter I am examining. How then 
could they avoid the snare? Knowing neither good nor 
evil, right nor wrong, was it not natural that they should 
fall into error P 


“And the eyes of them both were opened, and they 
knew that they were naked; and they sewed fig-leaves 
together, and made themselves aprons.” 


Here you see their eyes were opened, and this was 
not until they had partaken of the fruit. Now it matters 
not whether these were their physical eyes or their men- 
tal eyes,—whichever they were my case remains the 
same: it was the acquirement of knowledge or the means 
of knowledge, and this could be no fall. 


‘And they heard the voice of the Lord God walking 
in the garden in the cool of the day; and Adam.and his 
wife hid themselves from the presence of the Lord God 
amongst the trees of the garden.” 


What! heard the voice of the Lord God walking ? 
This was a strange thing to walk. It would be strange 
enough to hear the Lord God walking without hearing 
his voice walking. But this, I suppose, is one of the 
elegancies of scripture composition. Only think then of 
the Lord God walking in the garden in the cool of the 
day! Enjoying the refreshing breeze very likely. Is it 
not monstrous to have such ideas of the Deity P But, 
‘“‘ Adam and Eve hid themselves from the presence of the 
Lord God.” What! hid themselves from a being om- 
nipresent—from a being who is everywhere? ‘Oh yes, 
it is quite possible,—there is nothing impossible to God.” 
' No, I dare say there is not; nor is there any absurdity 
too monstrous for you to preach to the people. 


‘* And the Lord God called unto Adam, and said unto 
him, Where art thou P”’ 


T dare say the Lord could not find him. How was it 
likely when he had squatted beneath some of the bushes? 
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The Lord, to be sure, sees all things, and knows all 
things, but in this case you see,—why this is a sublime 
mystery to be sure. The Lord, however, finds oo ; 
and Adam says to him— 


“TI heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, 
because 1 was naked, and I hid myself.” 


Now why should Adam be afraid? Why should he 
hide ‘himself, and especially from a being who is every- 
where? Had he worn out his fig-leaf breeches ? 


The Lord, however, after makmg several inquiries of 
Adam and Eve, as to what they had been doing, (just as 
if he knew nothing at all about it, although he knows all 
things,) gets to know at last that the serpent was at the 
root of all the evil, and he addresses it in the following 
style, the serpent, I suppose, comprehending it with the 
greatest ease :— 


“Because thou hast done this, thou art cursed above 
all cattle, and above every beast of the field, upon thy 
belly shalt thou go, and dust shalt thou eat all the days 
of thy life.’’ 


The serpent, I imagine, previous to this, went upon its 
back, or how else did it go? or had it legs, and were 
these legs chopped off? or did it hop about on its tail 
end? But the question is, was this a serpent, or was it 
not a serpent? Some of you, to get out of your absur- 
dities, pretend that it was the devil, who assumed the 
serpent’s shape; and others, I believe, say that it was a 
compound, consisting of the devil and the serpent united, 
the devil having entered into the serpent as a sort of me- 
dium through which to execute his designs. Now, I am 
quite aware that you have a long tale to tell us as to the 
origin of this devil; about him having once been an an- 
_gelin heaven, but, owing to his revolutionary propensi- 
ties, was expelled therefrom. I am quite aware of this 
rubbishy nonsense; but do you suppose that a mere in- | 
vention of this kind will pass for truth P Where is your 
authori. for making this statement? I challenge you 


8 


to produce one act of authority. The bible says, “In 
the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” 
Have you any other authority than thisP Would you, 
then, have us believe that a revolutionary angel was ex- 
pelled from heaven, before heaven was made? Surely 
there ought to be some bounds to your extrayagance. 


Bat, even supposing it was the devil, or supposing 
even that he entered into the serpent to execute his de- 
signs, is the thing anything the less absurd P_ Is it one 
particle the more reasonable? If it was the devil that 
spoke and beguiled Eve, why should the Almighty punish 
the serpent for itP Do you suppose that a being of in- 
finite goodness would punish the serpent for a crime which 
he knew it never had committed P—“ Because,” says he, 
‘“‘thou hast done this, thou art cursed above all cattle.” 
The expression is applied directly to the serpent: the 
deyil is never even mentioned nor hinted at. Why then 
pretend that it was not the serpent that spokeP Why 
pretend that it was the devil that beguiled EveP Do 
you suppose that this “expounding’’ of the gospel is to 
be suffered? Do you suppose that these shuffles are to 
be tolerated? But what a set of shufflers you are! 
What manceuvres you resort to, to bolster up your tot- 
tering fabric of accumulated absurdities! When any 
particular passage, in its literal sense, contains an absur- 
dity,—“Oh!’’ you exclaim, “we must take that in a 
figurative light;” and when any peg: in a figurative 
light contains an absurdity “Oh! the sense of that is 
literal ;” and when in both lights absurdities are visible, 
‘<Oh! then they are mysteries; our jintte wisdom cannot 
netrate them; infinite wisdom can alone comprehend such 
sublimities.” Do you suppose the human race are goats? 
Do you suppose they are absolute idiots? Do you sup- 
pose they are so bereft of sense as not to discover this 
daring piece of fraudP Your shuffle, however, in the 
ease of the serpent, is unsuccessful: according to an old 
saying, in escaping the frying-pan you fall into the fire; 
for if it was not the serpent that beguiled Eve—if it was 
the devil that did it, by assuming the serpent’s shape— 
then we have the Almighty punishing the serpent for a 
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crime it never committed. Either, therefore, you must 
believe that it was a real serpent that beguiled Eve, or 
you must believe the Almighty exceedingly irrational 
and unjust. 


But the thing is loaded with absurdities on every side. 
What is the meaning of the expression, ‘“‘ And dust shalt 
thou eat all the days of thy lifeP’’ Was this applied to 
the devil P Does the devil eat dust? And if it wae 
applied to the serpent, how does it happen that the serpent 
does not obey the Almighty’s orders? So far from eat- 
ing dust, it eats, I believe, all manner of animals. Buof- 
fon, who knew all these matters, says, ‘“‘the serpent in- 
discriminately preys upon all: even the buffalo, the stag, 
the tiger, and the porcupine, are devoured by it.” Now, 
how does this happen? If the Almighty doomed the ser- 
pent to eat dust, how does it happen that it does not do 
it? You pretend to be expounders of the gospel, but 
a you expound thisP Can you clear up this absur- 

ity ? | 

_ The Almighty, however, continues to address the 
serpent, the latter, I suppose, listening with profound 
attention :— 


“And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, 
and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy 
head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.” 


Now I suppose the serpent understood this with the 
greatest ease. It would need no expounders of the gos- 
pel to make this plain to its intellect. It would compre- 
hend it at once. Oh! that the human race had the intel- 
lects of serpents, that the whole of your labours might be 
dispensed with. Only think of the expression, “It shall 
bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise Ais heel.’ Who 
could comprehend this, excepting serpents, or e:-cepting 
men possessed of the vast penetration that you areP For 
my part, I can no more comprehend it than I cun com- 
prehend any other of your splendid sublimities. I have, 
to be sure, penetration enough to discover that the ex- 
pression, ‘‘his heel,” could not be applied to the woman ; 
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but the moment I apply it to the serpent, my penetration 
fails me: I think of the serpent’s legs, or rather leg, to 
which this “‘heel’’ was attached, and I become at once 
overwhelmed with the contemplation of incomprehensible 
sublimities. Ye ministers of the gospel, ye reverend and 
learned gentlemen, ye who get living by preaching 
these wild and monstrous absurdities to the people, “your 
days are numbered.” The human mind will no longer 
harbour such gross and monkish errors. The people 
have already discovered their mental bondage, and in a 
very short time the whole of these errors will be as com- 
pletely swept away, as darkness is swept away by the © 
appearance of the sun. 


“ Now Adam called his wife’s name Eve, because she 
was the mother of all living.” 


What! the mother of all living, and made last! The 
mother of all living, and the very last that came into ex-. 
istence! Why, if Eve was the mother of all living, she 
must have been the mother of Adam, and consequently 
Adam must have had his mother for his wife; and what 
is more sublime still, that mother must have been younger 
than himself. Oh, what sublimities! What intellectual 
dainties! They are almost enough to take one’s breath. 

‘And the Lord God said, behold the man has become 


as one of us, to know good and cvil.” 


And yet you call this a “fall!” The man had actu- 
ally become like a God, and yet he had “‘fallen!”” He 
had actually risen, and yet he had “fallen!” Oh that 
we had the intellects of serpents to comprehend these sub- 
limities! And the-man too, before the eating of the fruit 
was pure and perfect, and after it he was base and cor- 
rupt: his nature had become “rotten to the very core,” 
as some of you elegantly express it, and yet the Lord 
declares himself, that he had ‘become as one of us.” 
But I suppose it is all owing to our limited intellects. 


The Lord, however, continnes and says—“ And now 
lest he (Adam) put forth his hand, and take also of the 
tree of life, and live for ever.” 
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‘‘ The tree of life!’’ and whatever sort of a tree was 
that? Why, “and live for ever;” that is, I suppose, if 
Adam had eaten of it he would have lived for ever. 
What a simple fellow he was not to find this out at first! 
He actually might have been living now, and he might 
have told us the whole affair with his very own lips; and 
we too might have lived for ever. Oh, what a horrible 
misfortune! He had, too, full liberty to eat of it, for he 
was told by the Lord God himself, to eat of every tree 
excepting the tree of knowledge of Nae and evil. What 
a simpleton he was to be sure! But wherever can this 
tree of life be gone toP Is there no finding it out P 
Surely it has not become extinct. Oh, that I could find 
a sprig or a seed for the benefit of some of you reverend 
gentlemen, and especially of those of you connected with 
the established church! How you would “ glorify my 


name! ”’ 


Lest, however, Adam should get hold of this tree, and 
live for ever, (which I suppose, would be a most dreadful 
thing,) the Lord drives him out of the garden, and he 
places at the “east part of it cherubims and a flaming 
sword, which turned every way, to keep the way of the 
tree of life.” 


Now, what cherubims may mean, and what a flaming 
sword may mean, I by no means presume tosay. I con- 
fess that my intellects are far below the comprehension of 
either of these wonders. Serpents, I imgine, would com- 
prehend them quite readily. Oh that we had the intellects 
of serpents ! 


T have now, reverend gentlemen, reviewed your ac- 
count of what you call the fall of man. It is the only 
account you possess of this strange affair, and it is upon 
this account that the whole of you build your various 
systems of religion. Whether these religions have a 
solid foundation on which to rest, or whether that foun- 
dation is not “‘rotten to the very core,” I leave to all sen- 
sible men to decide. _ 

I am, respectfully, 


C. J. HASLAM. 
Manchoetor Mir, 280. 1R22. 
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A LETTER, &c. 


REV. SIRS, 


One great question between you and me is, 
Is the bible the word of God, or is it not? I assert 
that it is xo¢ the word of God, and you assert that it is. 
And I not only assert that it is not the word of God, 
but that it is a book containing more blunders, more 
ignorahce, and moré nonsense than any book to be 
found in the universe. I have already published four 
letters in support of this position, and, observe, these 
letters are not mere assertions ; they do not consist of 
strops of empty and windy assertions, without the ad- 
mixture of one particle of reason or argument, like 
several of your publications which I have seen: they 
are letters making no assertion without giving ample 
reason for its accuracy and truth. To fill publications 
with mere wind—that is to say, to fill them with asser- 
tions unaccompanied with argument, is like loading 
guns with nothing but powder; they may give a flash, 
and frighten the timid, but upon the calm and reflective 
they are as empty vapour. And, besides these letters 
containing a due proportior of argument along with | 
their assertions, they prove that the bible is not the 
word of God from evidence draw.. ‘om the bible itself, 
they convict the bible out of its own mouth. You call 
the bible the ‘sacred word of God,” “‘the inspired 
book,” a “ production of infinite wisdom,” and in short, 
you agsert that God was the real author of it. Now, 
if prove that there is no wisdom in it, neither finite 
nor infinite; that so far from wisdom, it is a mass of 
gross ignorance and despicable nonsense,—if, I say, I 
prove this, then it must follow that it is not the word 
of God, that it is not a production of infinite wisdom, 
and that therefore you, in telling the human race that 
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it is, are telling them a downwright falsehood : and be- 
sides this, you are attempting to disgrace God by telling 
people that he is the author of a book full of ignorance 
and nonsense ; and, even more than this, you are draw- 
ing from the pockets of the people millions of their 
money, while they themselves are in the most urgent 
need of it. This, then, l am proving. I have already 
filled four letters with this proof, and 1 shall continue 
to fill letters as long as I live, unless you cease your 
impositions with regard to this book. 

In my last letter I examined the account given in 
the bible of what you call the fall of man. That ac- 
count, as no doubt you are aware, I showed to be vile 
trash ; that, so far from it being a display of infinite 
wisdom, it was a display of infinite ignorance. I shall, 
now, therefore, proceed onwards, and notice what a 
pears to me the most prominent of the blundering ab- 
surdities with which the bible abounds, and which bear 
ample testimony that it is not the word of God. 

The first passage to which I beg to call your attention 
is the 4th chap. of Genesis, beginning at the 3rd verse. 

“ And in process of time it came to pass that Cain brought of 
the fraits of the ground an offering unto the Lord. And Abel, he 
also brought of the firstlings of his flock, and >of the rat thereof. 
And the Lord had respect unto Abel and his offering ; but unto 
Cain and his offering he had not respect.”’ 

Now what is there in this passage but pure and de- 
cided nonsense, excepting perhaps a little blasphemy ? 
What could the Lord want with the fruit of the ground, 
or the firstlings of Abel’s flock ? or even the fat thereof? 
What could the Governor of the Universe want with 
fat? Was it to grease. the machinery of the universe, 
to make it move the more smoothly ? But where was 
the Lord that Cain and Abel could run to him every 
now and then in this manner? “ And they brought 
unto the Lord,” &c., just as if the Governor of the 
Universe lived next door to them. And how was it 
that the Lord had respect for Abel’s offering, and not 
for Cain's? Was it because Abel’s was prime flesh 
meat, consisting principally of fat, while Cain’s was 
dirty vegetables? Abel, it appears, was a keeper of 
sheep, and Cain was a tiller of the ground: they both, 
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then, “brought unto the Lord” an offering such as they 
had, it was the best they could bestow, why then should 
the Lord receive the on and reject the other? Was 
this infinite goodnes ? 

‘¢ And the Lord said unto Cain, Why art thou wroth? and why 
is thy countenance fallen ?”’ 

Now the Lord, if he was infinite in wisdom, must 
have known this, and therefore these questions were 
unnecessary. It appears that poor Cain was sadly 
offended at the Lord rejecting his offermg. I suppose 
it was mere cabbage, or something of that sort; Lut if 
it was, it was the best he had to bestow, and while this 
was the case, it was very unkind in the Lord rejecting 
it---at least Cain thought so. Cain, however, was wroth 
---he felt angry, and this anger he actually levelled at 
poor Abel. Now Abel was not to blame for it.---Abel 
had acted from the same motive as himself, they both 
offered to the Lord the best of what they had, and if 
Abel’s was flesh meat and Cain's only vegetables, it 
was owing to their different occupations, and not from 
any desire Abel had to excel Cain in the quality of the 
offering. Cain, however, reasoning in the same rational 
manner that the mass of the human race yet reason, 
gives vent to his anger, and murders A bel in a field. 

“And the Lord said unto Cain, Where is Abel thy brother? 
And he said, 1 know not: Am I my brother's keeper? 

Now this was certainly a sad display of moral charac- 
ter on the part of Cain. He first murders his brother, 
and then, when the Lord civilly inquires where his 
brother is, he utters a most deliberate falsehood by 
saying that he knows nothing about him ; and, in addition 
to this, he most impertinently exclaims, “Am I my 
brother’s keeper?’’ It is astonishing to me that the 
Lord did not give to Cain better moral instruction, 
considering that he was in his company so much. He 
must have been a most vicious character, and a most 
impudent one too, to utter an exclamation like this in 
the face of the Lord: “Am I my brother's keeper ?”’ 
Only think of the insufferable impertinence. 

But if the conduct of Cain was irrational, how much 
more irrational was the conduct which is here ascribed 
tw the Tord? The Tord. being infinite in wiednm 


6 

¥nust have seen the whole transaction before it happened. 
How easy then would it have been for him to have 
arranged matters so that this calamity might have been 
avoided? It resulted entirely from the rejection of 
Cain’s offering, why then not receive it as Abel’s was 
received, if it were only to avoid this murder? It is 
not, however, for me to dictate to the Lord: the Lord 
fs infinite and I am but finite, and I hope we are all 
sensible of the wide difference between infinite wisdom 
and finite wisdom. We who are beset with finite wis- 
dom, if we saw a murder about to be committed, or any 
calamity which would occasion suffering to our fellow- 
creatures, we would endeavour to prevent it---our finite 
love for our fellow-creatures would prompt us to save 
them from unnecessary suffering: but it is quite differ- 
ent with a being possessing infinite wisdom or infinite 
Jove. His wisdom would induce him to stand still and 
coolly see the murderer perpetrated; and not only that, 
but he would actually instigate the man to the murder, 
and then after the deed was done he would gratify his 
infinite love by horribly punishing the murderer. But 
as I said before there is a deal of difference between 
infinite wisdom and finite wisdom. 

The Lord, then, in accordance with his infinite love, 
passes a severe sentence upon Cain for murdering 
his brother. Cain, being very penitent, supplicates him 
for mercy. He pitifully tells the Lord that his punish- 
ment is greater than he can bear; and that, besidesbeing _ 
a fugitive and a vagabond in the earth, he would be slain: 
by every one that findeth him. | 


Now the idea of Cain being slain by every one that 
findeth him is exceedingly sensible. Only think of a 
man being slain a dozen or a score of times over. But 
the most sublime and sensible idea of all is the- possi- 
bility of being slain by every one that findeth him, when 
the only human beings that where in existence were his 
own father and mother. I suppose this is no blunder P 
I suppose this is quite infinite? The Lord preserve the 
world from such wisdom ! 

The Lord then, out of compassion I suppose, said, 

“Therefore whosoever slayeth Cain, vengeance shall be taker 


7 


on him sevenfold.” [A very merciful expression indeed.] “ And 
he Lord set a mark upon Camm, lest any finding him should slay 
- him. 

Now that Cain should have committed this blunder 
relative to him being slain, when there was nobody to 
slay him, was not so very strange; but that the Lord 
should have fallen into it, as we are here told he did, is 
truly wonderful ; it bears ample testimony of his infinite 
wisdom. 

“And Cain went out from the presence of the Lord, and.dwelt 
in the land of Nod, on the east of Eden.”’ 

Now I suppose we are not to wonder at all at the 
idea of Cain going out from the presence of the Lord, 
when we know the Lord is omnipresent ; that he is every 
where P There is nothing strange in this, I suppose P 


“And Cain knew his wife, and she conceived, and bare 
Enoch.” 


What! Cain knew his wife? Why, who was she? 
Where did she come from? The only souls that were 
in existence at that time were his father and mother. 
Talk about Irish “bulls” indeed, why these surpass 
them by a thousand degrees. And will you dare to 
call this the word of God? Will you dare to ascribe 
this to the Governor of the Universe P Will you dare 
to insult your Maker by ascribing to him such absolute 
trash P : 


I am, however, quite aware of your capubilities on 
this particular point. I know the manceuvres you resort 
to, to get out of these ‘“‘hobbles.” 1 know that you 
will hesitate not to assert that there were people living 
at this particular time, and that, therefore, this was 
all quite sensible. I anticipate the ingenious excla- 
mation, “‘Is he so grossly ignorant as not to know 
that there were thousands of people in existence at that 
time?’ JT know these dexterous shifts of yours, and, 
although this may pass tor a most powerful argument on 
the minds of some, upon the sober and reflective it is 
as empty wind. If, therefore, you be disposed to 
assert any thing on this particular point, please to 
accompany your assertions with sound and substantial 
arguments. If ‘you do not, your efforts are vain, your 
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dignified exclamations pass for wind, and your feeble- 
ness and barrenness are only rendered the more conspi- 
cuous. ; 

I shall now direct your attention to the 5th chapter 
of Genesis. It commences by giving the genealogy of 
Adam unto Noah; and, from several circumstances, it 
seems to me to be altogether a distinct account from any 
of the preceding, and written too by a distinct person. 
It commences thus :--- 

‘This is the book of the generations of Adam. In the day that 
God created man, male and female created he them, and blessed 
them, and called their name Adam in the day when they were 
created. And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and 
begat a son in his own likeness, after his image, and called his 
name Seth.” 

Now how does it happen that in this genealogy of 
Adam there is no mention made of Cain and Abel? 
According to this account no such persons ever. existed, 
and instead of their being the first sons of Adam and 
Eve, Seth was the first son. And besides, here we are 
told that God called the name of the male and female 
that he had created Adam; Eve is never mentioned ; 
they were both called Adam: and we are told he gave 
them this name the day on which they were created, 
thereby telling us that they were both created on one 
day. Now, according to a preceding account, they 
were made on two distinct and separate days, so that 
here is a glaring contradition. Need I ask you if 
contradictions could proceed from infinite wisdom ? 
And, if one account be true, the other must be false. 
Need I ask you, then, if falsehood could proceed from 
infinite wisdom P : 

You will now be kind enough to turn to the 6th chap. 
of Genesis, and 5th verse. It is the commencement of 
the account of that most wonderful affair called the 
Deluge. It begins in the following style:--- 


‘And God saw that the wickedness of man was great in the 
earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was 
only evil continually. And it repented the Lord that he had 
made man on the earth, and it grieved him at his heart. Aud the 
Lord said, I will destroy man whom I have created from the face 
of the earth; both man and beast, and the creeping thing, and the 
fowls of the air ; for it repenteth me that I have made them.” 
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The blunders, the ignorance, and the nonsense of 
this “sacred word of God,” are so numerous and so 
monstrous, that I am almost ashamed in wasting my 
time in pointing them out. They are too palpable and 
glaring to require exposure. Yet how many millions of 
the human race believe them to have proceeded from 
infinite wisdom! Could the human mind, whether sane 
or insane, conceive any ideas more immeasurably ab- 
surd than those in the passage now before us Is 
there one jot of anything to be found in it but the rudest 
ignorance, or the most daring blasphemy P ‘And God 
saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth.”’ 
If God was infinite in wisdom, he must have seen this 
at first, and therefore to talk about seeing it now, was 
absurd and useless. And we are told that God saw 
that ‘‘every imagination of the thoughts of man’s 
heart was only evil continually.” And is this a proof of 
infinite wisdom and infinite gooduess? To make peo- 
ple with evil hearts, and then to drown them with a flood 
because they act in accordance with those hearts? Is 
this your ‘unbounded love?” But what are we to think 
of the learned expression “every tmagination of the 
thoughts of his heart?’ Does this manifest infinite 
wisdom P Do thoughts imagine anything? And do 
the thoughts proceed from the heart? Is the heart the 
organ of the mind? What infinite wisdom to be sure! 
And “ it repenteth the Lord that he had made man:” did 
itP And it “grieved him at his heart.” And you have 
the blasphemy to ascribe this to the Governor of the 
Universe, have youP The Governor of the Universe 
repents, does he, although he is infinite in wisdom and 
sees beforehand every event that will happen? Although 
he knows precisely the result of every one of his arrange- 
ments, yet when these results occur he repents that 
they have occured. And he is subject to the passion of 
grief Jike finite creatures, is he? And he has gota 
heart too, although he is a spirit, and without body, 
parts or passions! Absurd mortals! will you never 
cleanse your minds from such infamous trashP And 
are we really to believe that a God of infinite goodness 
declared that he would “‘destroy man from the face of 
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quiring a certain amount of oxygen to keep it in a state 
of purity. Most people will have heard of the black 
hole of Calcutta. About fifty years since the English 
were endeavouring to establish themselves in India, 
and, proceeding in a manner not suited to the taste of 
the Nabob, he arrested a number of them, and placed 
them in confinement in a very small apartment. We 
are told that at eight o'clock in the evening 146 entered, 
and in the morning only 22 were alive. Now this was 
eccasioned by the consumption of the oxygen, and the 
consequent production of carbonic acid; and although 
there was a window open all the time in this apartment, 
yet this dreadful havoc of human life took place, and 
that too in the short space of twelve hours. How then 
are we to suppose that Noah and his family, together 
with thousands of other animals, existed not only twelve 
hours but forty days and forty nights, and in an apart- 
ment too where the window was shutP Can we sup- 
pose an impossibility so tremendiously enormous P— 
‘¢ Aye,” but some-old woman will say,” there is nothing 
impossible to God.” Poor mortal! what an intellect 
she must have! 

Ihave, Rev. Gentlemen, many other important matters 
to lay before you relating to this flood, but my paper 
being now filled, I must here break off, begging to inform 

ou, that I will resume the account in my next letter. 
Tn the medn time, 
I remain, most respectfully, 
ASRS C. J. HASLAM. 
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A LETTER, &c. 





REV. SIRS, 

Moses, although an inspired writer, having 
committed so many blunders in his account of the 
Flood, I was obliged in my last letter to leave a num- 
ber of them unnoticed for the want of room. I will 
now, therefore, contmence with that part of the account 
where I broke off, and which you will remember was at 
the closing of the door of the ark, and its readiness for 
the coming of the flood. 

“The same day (says Moses) were all the fountains 
af the great deep broken up, and the windows of heaven 
were opened,” 

Now, what Moses meant by the expression, “the 
fountains of the great deep broken up,” I shall not pre- 
sume to say, very likely some of you learned gentlemen 
will be able to expound it; but the expression, “ the 
windows of heaven were opened,” being so very plain and 
simple, its meaning must be evident to all capacities. 
We all know that windows mean windows, and heaven 
means heaven, and opened means opened. We have 
all intellects enough to comprehend this. ‘The mean- 
ing then, of this expression, is (you will pardon me for 
expounding) that heaven being a place “‘ up above,” 
contains windows something like houses, and that these 
windows being opened, the rain or waters poured out 
of them upon the earth, and formed a flood, which 
drowned “all flesh wherein was the breath of life.” 

Now, since people who are about to emigrate to 
foreign countries -have always a strong desire to know a 
few particulars relating to those countries, and since 
there are many persons who entertain an indea of emi- 
grating to heaven, I will here, as far as this expres- 
sion of Moses will enable me, offer a few particulars 
relating to that wondrous and mysterious place. We 
are given to understand, that the waters poured out of 
the windows of heaven forty days and forty nights --- 
By the bye,* heaven must have been a watery place at 
that time Ilowever, let us bestow a few reflections 
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upon this particular point. Let us consider the motion 
of the earth upon its axis, and also its motion in its 
revolution round the sun, and while we are doing this, 
let us always bear in mind the idea of the waters falling 
upon the earth forty days and forty nights; and after 
these reflections we shall be able to draw conclusions 
respecting heaven, which perhaps have never been 
drawn before. I am aware that it is presumption in me 
attempting to erpound the gospel, but I hope you will 
pardon this presumption. Astronomers, then, tell us 
that this earth turns once round on its axis every twenty- 
four hours, and that it is owing to these turnings that we 
have days and nights :---for instance, that part of the 
surface of the earth on which we are placed being towards 
the sun in the day time, and turned from it in the night 
time. They tell us also, that the circumference of the 
earth is 25,000 miles, consequently those of the human 
race who are placed near to the equator, will be going 
at the rate of 25,000 miles every twenty-four hours. 
They tell us also, that besides this motion, the earth 
revolves once round the sun every 365 days and a few 
hours. The earth, therefore, is not stationary, or fixed 
in its diurnal motion, as some might sappose; it revolves 
in a similar manner to a ball rolling along any plain. sur- 
face, only it rolls in the boundless ocean of space, sup- 
ported in its orbit, or tract along which it moves, by 
powers or forces which some people call attraction and’ 
repulsion, but which I call God. Now the distance, they 
say, of the earth from the sun is nearly 96 millions of 
miles; so that taking this as the radius of the circle which 
the earth describes every year, in its revolution round the 
sun, the circumference of this circle will be, according to a 
simple problem in geometry, about 603,000,000 miles. 
The earth, therefore, travelling round this circle ever 

year, and of course carrying us along with it, we are al 

moving through the ocean of space at the immense velo- 
city of about 1,680,000 miles every 24 hours, or 70,000 
every hour, or more than 1,100 miles every minute ; 
and this too, independent of the diurnal motion of the 
earth on its axis. Now this may appear astonishing 
to some who have never enquired into" heso matters, 
but they ate nevertheless facts. There may be some 
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small inaccuracies owing, for instance, to the orbit of 
the earth being more an ellipse than a circle, and to a 
few other trifles, but upon the whole they are, I believe, 
facts. Now then, with these ideas in our minds, let as 
jast for a moment bring in contrast with them Moses’. 
idea of the windows of heaven being opened, and the 
waters pouring out of them upon the earth, forty days 
and forty nights. What sort of a place must heaven beP 
and where must it be? The earth, during this time, 
must have performed about an eighth part of her revo- 
lution round the sun. Heaven, then, must evidently 
encompass the whole earth, it must surround it on every 
part, and it must, too, accompany the earth round the 
sun, or how could the waters fall upon the earth forty 
days and forty nights? Here, then, is a description of 
heaven, such as none of you ever gave, notwithstandi 
your sublime inspirations of the Holy Ghost, and a 
variety of other transcendant powers that you possess. 
Talk about expounding the gospel indeed! Did 
ever any of you go so far as this in your expoun 
ings ? : 
Now is there not quite enough here to convince any 
sane mind of the ignorant and stupid nonsense of the 
bible P Can there be one fact more clear than this, that 
Moses, if he wrote this account of the flood, was as 
ignorant of the construction of the universe as the desk 
on which I write, and that he knew no more of the form. 
and motions of the earth than the chair on which I sit P 
Does his language not clearly manifest the grossest igno- 
rance P Does it not contain ideas concerning the 
universe as stupid and as false as any the human mind 
can conceiveP Where, then, is your honesty? Where 
is your decency, in asserting that these writings have 
proceeded from infinite wisdom? Infinite wisdom indeed! 
{fs water pouring out the windows of heaven infinite wis- 
dom ? Is drowning millions of human beings, for acting 
as the evil hearts which their Maker had given them 
forced them to act, infinite wisdom? Is God reventing 
anil being grieved at his heart, infinite wisdom? Is the 
‘‘Imagination of the thoughts of their hearts,” infinite 
wisdom? Is Were, in short, throughout the whole book 
one simple sentence that is not tainted with either blas- 
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book emanated from a being of infinite wisdom. 8 ~ 

The next thing to be noticed is the glaring contra- 
dictions respecting the length of time the flood remained 
upon the earth, before it ‘“‘ dried up,’’ as Moses learn- 
edly expresses it. In the 7th chapter and 17th verse, 
he says :--- 

‘“‘ And the flood was forty days upon the earth.” 

And then, in the 24th verse he says :--- 

“And the waters prevailed upon the earth‘ one hun- 
dred and fifty days.” | 

Now if the flood was only forty days upon the earth 
how could it be one hundred and filty days? And if, 
it was one hundred and fifty, how could it be only 
forty? Is not this, then, a glaring contradiction P 
“Qh,” but some of you will say, “we must not always 
take scriptural language in a literal sense.” Then I 
suppose one of these propositions is figurative; forty 
days, I suppose, figuratively means one hundred and 
fifty literally, does it? What sublime expounders you 
are, to be sure ! 

Again Moses says: . 
«And it came to pass in the six hundreth and first 
year, in the first month, the first day of the month, the 
waters were dried up from off the earth.” 


And a little further on he says :--- 


« And in the second month, on the seventh and twen- 
tieth day of the month, was the earth dried.”’ : 


Now here in these two statements there is a difference 
of nearly two months as to the time at which the earth 
was dried. The first statement says, that it was dried 
on the first day of the first month; and the second says 
that it was not dried until the twenty-seventh day of the . 
second month. But it is a waste of time to notice such 
blundering nonsense. 

But if the waters were “ dried up from off the earth,” 
how does it happen that now the earth is so very wet ? 
Men skilled in geography say that more than two-. 
thirds of the earth is covered with water.. Now how 
does this happenP And what became of the waters _ 
that “prevailed fifteen cubits upwards,” and that were 
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dried up from off the earth? Did they return again 
into heaven windows, or did they dry up and vanish P 
And if they did, where did the waters that now cover 
more than two-thirds of the earth come fromP But 
does the rain that now falls upon the earth come from 
the same place as the rain or waters that formed the 
flood? Does it come out of heaven windowsP If it 
does, heaven must only be a few miles off. Rain is 
nothing more then the falling or precipitation of vapours 
which have risen from the surface of the earth into the 
air. The waters, for instance, on the surface of the 
earth combine with a certain amount of caloric or heat, 
which converts them into vapour, and their specific 
gravity or weight being thus lessened, they rise up and 
float. in the air: they then accumulate in masses at 
different distances from the ecarth’s surface, but never 
exceeding a few miles, and form what we call clouds, 
and by the operation of certain electrical causes, not 
yet, I believe, sufficiently understood, these clouds or 
vapours are condensed,—ihat is to say, the caloric which 
kept them in a vaporous or gaseous form is withdrawn 
from them, and they consequently fall to the earth, in 
the shape of rain or water. Now if rain be formed in 
this manner, and if rain comes out of heaven windows, 
as your inspired writer Moses talks about, is it not quite 
evident, that heaven must be close at handP Well 
might our wise forefathers build the tower of Babel to 
get into it ; to creep in at one of the windows, I suppose. 
But it is astonishing to me that Green never falls in with 
heaven when travelling that way in his balloon. He 
surely goes high enough. I have heard that he often 
goes right above the clouds; that he goes so hign that 
the rain falls from the clouds which are below him,and that 
while he is enjoying the sunshine, we are being half- 
drowned with rain. Now in this case, if rain comes from 
heaven, he must actually have got above heaven; he must 
havé passed through it. Oh what an inconceiveable 
place heaven must be to be sure! How perfectly in- 
comprehensible! How entirely beyond the cognizance 
of our limited faculties ! 

The next passage to which I beg to call your attention, 
is the 20th and 21st verses of the 8th chapter. 
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And Noah builded an altar unto the Lord: and 
took of every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and 
offered burnt offerings on the altar. And the Lord 
smelled a-sweet savour; and the Lord said in his heart, 
Twit not again curse the ground any more for man’s 
sake ; for the imagination of man’s heart is evil from 
his youth; neither will 1 again smite any more every 
thing living, as I have done.” 


Now what could the Governor of the Universe want 
with an altar? and what could he want. with either 
clean beasts or dirty beasts? or with clean fowls or dir- 
ty fowls? and what could he want with them burnt? 
What can Moses mean by talking such nonsense P 
Could he find nothing more sensible than this to write 
about P inspired with infinite wisdom as he was. But. 
what insufferable nonsense to talk about the “ Lord 
smelling a sweet savour /” | Was it the effluvia or stink 
arising from the burnt beasts and fowlsP Was this a 
sweet savour unto the Lord? Is it not blasphemy to 
talk about the Governor of the Universe in such a man- 
ner! And we have here again the stupid expression 
“the Lord said in his heart.”” Just as if the heart has 
any thing to do with ‘saying’ or any thing else, ex- 
cepting propelling the blood round the animal system. 
Moses might as well have said ‘“‘the Lord said in his 
kidney,’’—the one is just as sensible as the other. But 
why pretend that the Lord has either a heart or a kid- 
ney, when you are continually telling us that he is a_ 
spirit, and without body, parts, or passionsP Can 
there be any consistency in thisP And the Lord said 
that he would not “again curse the ground for man’s 
sake, for the imagination of man’s heart is evil from his 
youth.”” The Lord said this, did he? Now was there 
ever in this world, nonsense more purely elementary 
than this? Besides the sublime wisdom contained in 
the expression, “the imagination of man’s heart ;” here 
we have a being of infinite wisdom expressing a sort of 
halt regret, that he has cursed the ground for man’s sake, 
for he finds, after the destruction of millions of lives, 
that “the imagination of man’s heart is evil from his 
youth.” Now, the very reason he drowned the world 
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was because “the imagination of man’s heart was only 
evil continually.” This reason is assigned by God him- 
self, in the 5th verse of the 7th chapter, which is the 
commencement of the account of the flood. Here, then, 
is the conduct of a being of infinite wisdom; he first 
drowns the world because man has got an evil heart, 
and then he declares, after the havoc is completed, that 
he will never drown it again for the very same reason! 
Need I make any comment upon this horrid non- 
senseP Is it not glaring enough to the senses of all 
men? And can any of you have one particle of regard 
for the character of the Deity, in ascribing to him such 
absurd and monstrous proceedings? What! the Go- 
vernor of the universe first making man, then repenting 
and being grieved at his heart that he did make him, 
then drowning him because he had got an evil heart, 
which he himself had given him; then after inconceiv- 
able suffering on the part of millions ot his creatures, 
regretting that he did drown him, and then to crown the 
whole actually declaring that he never will drown him 
again for the very same reason that he did drown him. 
‘Can you be so presumptuously daring as to ascribe to 
‘a being of infinite wisdom conduct so outrageously 
monstrousP Talk about blasphemy indeed! Talk 
about infidels! Could the wildest maniac that ever 
breathed conceive ideas more absurd and blasphemous P 
YET,OMNIPOTENT POWER of the UNIVERSE, these are 
creatures who call themselves men ;-—these are creatures 
who effect to be pious and religious, and who boast of 
their wisdom and intelligence / 


Another idea arises in my mind, from an expression 
in the last quotation, which is deserving of notice. 


The Lord is made to declare “neither will I again 
smite any more every thing living as I have done.” 
Now here we have a declaratton that the Lord smote 
every thing living, which we know is not a fact, for Mo- 
ses tells us that Noah and his family, together with thou- 
sands of other animals, were preserved alive and therefore 
not smitten at all. But what I want to know is, did the 
Lord smite the fish? Were the millions of fishes that 
swarm the seas, drowned by the flood? And if they 
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were not, how did that happen? Were they not cor- 
rapt like other animals? But the Lord declares that 
he destroyed every thing living; how then did he de- 
stroy the fishes of the seaP Can any of you tell us? 
What impudent blasphemies your bible contains! Here, 
to believe the bible, we must suppose that the “ omni- 
potent” power of the Deity was too limited to reach the 
fishes, that they actually escaped from him. If the Deity 
designed the destruction of all animal existences, could he 
not devise better and more effective means than those 
which Moses talks about, which according to himself, 
were evidently blundering and ineffective? If he could 
call things into existence by saying, Let there be this, 
and Let there be that, as Moses says he did, why could 
he not have adopted the same means in sending them 
out of existence? Could he not, for instance, have said, 
Let this cease to exist, and Let that cease to exist ; or, 
to do the thing becoming omnipotence, could he not 
have said at once, Animals of every sort cease to exist, 
or, Let animals of every sort cease to exist, and let two 
of every species remain alive, whichever was the most 
suitable, and at the same time the most eloquent? But 
instead of this, we have Noah, and I don’t know how 
many more, hammering away at an ark for years, for 
anything we know, making seperate apartments for 
every species of animal, even for the invisible ones, 
and patching, and plastering, and bungling, and at last, 
when it is finished, he has to run and catch every 
animal and drag it in by the neck ; and as to the birds 
I suppose he laid salt on their tails. Then we have tke 
Lord opening the windows of heaven, and letting the 
waters pour out forty days and forty nights, and after 
all these mighty efforts to destroy the world, the mil- 
lions of fishes in the seas actually escape; they remain 
as pert and as lively as ever, chuckling I suppose, at 
_ the omnipotent power that was attefepting their de- 
struction. 

Who, then, can believe in the bible? Who can be- 
lieve that it is the word of God? Who can believe 
that it proceeded from a being of infinite wisdom P 
Who can blaspheme their Maker by attributing to him 
such dirty trash and blasphemous nonsense ? 
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I have now, reverend sirs, examined Moses’ account 
of the Flood. Whether that account is fit to be believed 
in by rational men, or whether it is only fit to be be- 
lieved in by wild maniacs, I leave to all thinking men 
to decide. Wishing you health and happiness, 

I -am, &c. 


C. J. HASLAM. 
Manchester, July 26, 1838. 


REPLIES TO MY LETTERS. 





SINCE the publication of my last letter, two publications 
have appeared professing to be replies to my letters. 
The one is a reply to Letter I., and the other a reply 
to Letter III. Now what the authors of these publi- 
eations may mean by the word reply, is more than I 
can say, but if they mean that their publications are 
answers, or refutations of anything that 1 have said in 
my letters, they are most wofully mistaken. With re- 
spect to that by W. Taylor, it contains within itself a 
complete answer to itself. He only attempts to refute 
two of my statements, and instead of doing it, he not 
only confirms them, but he supports them with greater 
force than I was capable of doing. I have stated in my 
letter that the object of the doctrines of the clergy was 
to ‘produce peace on earth and gocd will to men, or, 
in other words, to make men wise, good, and happy,” 
and that, as they had been tried for nearly two thousand 
years, and none of these effects having yet been pro- 
duced, it was quite evident to me that they had failed 
in accomplishing their intended object: Now, my sen- 
sible opponent, W. ‘l'aylor, objects to this, and says 
that the object of the doctrines of the clergy was not 
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to produce peace on earth and good will to men, or to 
make them wise, good, and happy, but the contrary 
—it was to “send fire on the earth,’ to ‘‘cause 
division” and to produce all manner of evils; and 
these, says he, (with wonderful modesty too) being 
found to exist, prove that these doctrines have not 
made an entire failure, as I have asserted. Now, did 
mortal man ever hear of a defence of the gospel like 
this before? Why the man must be joking,—he can- 
not be serious. He must be burlesquing the bible. 
What! the object of the gospel was to send fire on the 
earth, to cause division, to produce ignorance, vice, 
and misery! Why, my opponent, if he be serious, 
must be approaching to a state of insanity. He must 
be joking—he cannot be serious. What! advocate 
doctrines that would produce these effects among the 
people? Monstrous in the extreme. The other at- 
tempt he makes at refutation is where he says I have 
quoted a passage incorrectly. I say in my letter that 
“The whole of your religions assume that- man is a 
responsible being ; that according to his particular be- 
lief so ought he to be rewarded or punished. ‘He that 
believeth shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall 
be damned,’—this is the language of you all,” &c. 
Now, my opponent says that the correct quotation is 
this, “He that believeth and his baptized shall be saved, 
“but he that believeth nct shall he damned.’ Now 
although I acknowledge I have quoted incorrectly, this 
correct quotation actually makes the system fifty-times 
worse than I thought it was. What! dedie/, then, is 
not sufficient to be saved?  Beltef is not sufficient to 
save us from damnation? We may believe in fifty 
thousand creeds; we may believe in the wildest ab- 
eurdities that insanity ever spluttered out, or the most 
revolting blasphemies that a madman ever uttered, and 
all to no purpose unless we are baptized. What a 
precious affair the gospel is to be sure! Ye silly man, 
can you believe for a moment that that being, who gives 
life and energy to the universe, would punish his crea- 
tures because they did not believe in that which their 
‘senses told them was false, or because they had neg- 
lected to get a few drops of water pone on their 
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With respect to my other opponent, whose name is 
Joseph Stuart junior, I have this to say, that his pro- 
duction is so perfectly beyond my comprehension, that 
I would not waste one minute’s time in attempting to. 
discover the meaning of it. It is actually more stupid 
than the bible itself; and that, previous to seeing this, 
I thought was impossible. As a specimen of his in- 
comprehensibility, just notice the following definition 
of heaven:—‘ Heaven (says he) means that the first 
and last parts of a revolution shall be equal. By a 
revolution is to be understood the whole length of time 
from the commencement of the heaven uatil the con- 
summation or end thereof, comprising the period of 
twenty-four thousand years, then Bra takes place P” 
Now, what mortal in the universe can understand this 
excepting Joseph Stuart, junior ? For my part, if I 
started at the wrong end of a sentence, and read on 
until I reached the beginning, I could discover a great 
deal more sense than J can find in this. My opinion is 
if he understand it himself, he must have a strange 
phrenological developement. He has too, in his pro- 
duction, favoured us witha few passages of Hebrew. 
Now this, I imagine, will have a most splendid effect 
upon us;—it avill-root out our errors in a crack, We 
are all most wonderfully proficient in Hebrew, and 
Dutch too. The simple man! what do we know about 
Hebrew P or what do we want to know? We take 
the bible as it is given to us by the government and 

testhood of our country. If it be wrongly translated 
ja that any fault of ours ? Let them translate it right 
if it be wrong. ‘The question is not whether the bible 
ig rightly translated or wrongly translated, it is whether 
the bible. as the people now receive it in the English 
language, is the word of God, or whether it is not? I 
assert that it is not the word of God; that so far from 
it being the word of God, it is a mass of dirty trash 
and blasphemous nonsense. Prove the contrary who 
can, clergymen or laymen, T challenge all. ea 
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REv. SIRs, 


Having in my two last Letters analyzed Mo- 
sess account of the Flood, and having shown that that 
account, like all his previous accounts, instead of hav- 
ing come from infinite wisdom as you allege, must . 
have come from the most wretched ignorance: having 
shown that it accuses God of repenting, and being 
grieved at his heart, which are daring blasphemies, con- 
sidering that God is omniscient, or infinite in wisdom ; 
having shown that it accuses God of the enormous 
cruelty of destroying millions of his creatures, because 
they had got evil hearte, which he himself had given 
them, and which forced them to act as they did act; 
and having shown that, as soon as the havoc was 
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completed, it accuses God of regretting that he did 
destroy them, because he discovers that “the imagi- 
nation of man’s heart is evil from his youth,” which he 
did not know before, although infinite in wisdom, which 
is downright stupidity and nonsense: having, I say, 
shown these and many other things, any one of which 
is more than sufficient to render the Bible unfit for 
any sane man to believe, I shall now proceed to notice 
other specimens of its ignorance and nonsense. 


That affair of the Tower of Babel is worthy of some 
little notice. Moses tells us, (Genesis, ch. XI. v. 1.) 
that the whole earth was of one language, and of on 
speech, and verse 2 he says :— 


“And it came to pass as they journeyed from the 
east, that they found a plain in the land of Shinar; 
and they dwelt there.” 

“ And they said, Go to, let us build us a city and 
a tower, whose top may reach unto heaven; and let us 
make us a name, lest we be scattered abroad upon the 
‘face of the whole earth.” 


A most brilliant idea indeed! and especially when 
one thinks of the revolution of the earth on its axis, 
which I spoke of in my last Letter, and also of its re- 
volution round the sun. ‘‘ Whose top may reach unto 
heaven;” say these penetrating geniuses. Why, the 
wretched simpletons, did they suppose that heaven was 
just above their heads, and that they could creep into 
it in this manner? But Moses, in the next verse, 
says :— 

“And the Lord came down to see the city and the 
tower, which the children of men builded.” 


The Lord came down to see the city, did he? 
He was up in the garret I suppose, and he came down 
stairs to see what his children were all about. Are 
you not ashamed of such balderdash? Think of the 
immense velocity of the earth in its revolutionary mo- 
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tions, and then think of the Lord coming down to see 
the city. Are not such ideas preposterous in the ex- 
treme P Besides, if the Lord can “ see all things,’ why 
talk about him coming down to see? Moses proceeds :— 


‘¢ And the Lord said, Behold, the people is one, and 
they have all one language; and this they begin to do: 
and now nothing will be restrained from them, which they 
have imagined to do. 

“Go to, let us go down, [who did the Lord mean by 
us?] and there confound their language, that they may 
not understand one another’s speech. 

‘So the Lord scattered them abroad from thence upon 
the face of all the earth: and they left off to build the 
city.” 


Now what is the meaning of all this? Why, that in 
consequence of the people being one, and all having one 
language, nothing could be restrained from them, that 
they could actually get into heaven by means of a tower, 
and the Lord, in order to prevent them, is obliged to 
come down and confound their language. I am aston- 
ished at your daring blasphemy. Here you accuse the 
Deity of the grossest ignorance. You here charge him 
with supposing that these simple people could actually 
get into heaven by means of a tower; and that he was so 
much afraid of this, that he was obliged to come down 
and confound their language. Talk about Infidels dis- 
honouring the Creator! Did ever Infidel dishonour the 
Deity by ascribing to him such downright ignorance as 
this? Do any of you believe that we can get to heaven 
by means of a tower, or even by means of a balloon ? 
If you do not, if common sense tells you that the idea is 
altogether ridiculous, how can you pretend that the Deity 
entertained such an idea? Is the Deity more ignorant 
than we are? Such is your nonsense. 


I might notice many other displays of ignorance atid 
blasphemy in the bouk of Genesis ; such for instance as 
the Lord “ raining out of heaven brimstone and fire upon 
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Sodom and Gomorrah,’ for their wickedness, although 
the Lord just had drowned the world to remedy this 
wickedness. I might notice also the unconscionable lie 
ef Lot's wife being transformed into a pillar of salt; and 
above all ] might notice that beastly obscenity about Lot 
and his two daughters, were it fit to be noticed, but I have 
a great many books yet to examine, and therefore I 
shall pass on to the book of Exodus, and notice that 
extraordinary history respecting the delivery of the chil- 
dren of Israel from their bondage in Egypt, related, we 
are told, by Moses. This history commences at ch. III. 
v. 2, as follows >-— 


‘And the angel of the Lord appeared unto him (Mo- 
ses) in a flame of fire out of the midst of a bush: and he 
looked, and behold, the bush burned with fire, and the 
bush was not consumed. 

«© And Moses said, I will now turn aside, and see this 
great sight, why the bush is not burnt. 

“© And when the Lord saw that he turned aside to see, 
God called to him out of the midst of the bush, and said, 

Moses, Moses. And he said, Here am I. 
_ And he said, Draw not nigh hither : put off thy shoes 
from off thy feet, for the place whereon thou standest is 
holy ground. 

“‘ Moreover he said, I am the God of thy father, the 
God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Ja- 
cob. And Moses hid his face; for he was afraid to look 
upon God. - | 

“‘ And the Lord said, I have surely seen the affliction 
af my people which are in Egypt, and have heard their cry 
by reason of their taskmasters ; for I know their sorrows; 

“ And Iam come down to deliver them out of the land 
of the Egyptians, and to bring them up out of that land 
unto a good land and a large, unto a land flowing with 
mille and honey; unto the place of the Canaanites, and 
the Hittites, and the Amorites, and the Perizzites, and 
the Hivites, and the Jebusites. 

“Now therefore, behold, the cry of the children of Is- 


5 


rael is come unto me: and I have also seen the oppres- 
sion wherewith the Egyptians oppress them. 

“‘ Come now therefore, and I will send thee unto Pha- 
raoh, that thou mayest bring forth my people the children 


of Israel out of Egypt.” 


Now supposing all this to be true about the burning 
bush and the rest of it, the substance of it is this: the 
Lord being up in heaven, that is to say, in the garret, he 
hears the cry of the children of Israel, who were suffering 
bondage in Egypt, and having sympathy for them, he 
comes down and appears to Moses, who is attending some 
cattle belonging to his father-in-law, and after informing 
him of his object, he commands him to go to Pharaoh and 
demand the release of the children of Israel. 


This was all very good. The object of the Lord was 
commendable. To deliver people ei oppression indi- 
cates benevolence. But I would ask, could the Lord 
adopt no other means than this to effect his object? 
Could an omnipotent power not deliver people from bon- 
dage without the aid of a herder of cattle? But if the 
Lord was ‘in the habit of delivering people from bondage 
in the time of Moses, how can we reconcile the idea of 
his not doing so now? Are not people in bondage now 
as well as then? Has the Lord then become less benevo- 
lent than he used to beP Here you see your Bible im- 
peaches the Lord’s goodness. It declares that the Deity 
sometimes has benevolence enough to deliver people from 
bondage, and at other times he is without this benevo- 
lence. Is this not blasphemy against the Deity? But 
to proceed with the account. 


The Lord having commanded Moses to go to Pha- 
raoh, Moses is very unwilling to enter upon the er- 
rand. He reasons with the Lord, and endeavours to 
convince him, that it is quite useless sending him to Pha- 
raoh for any such purpose. Pharaoh, he says, will not 
believe him ; he will not harken to what he says; and he 
will deny that the Lord did appear to him. After reason- 
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ing in this manner for some time, Moses all the while 
displaying great logic, the Lord, with a view, I suppose, 
to give Moses confidence, says to him :— 


“What is that in thine hand? And he said, A 
rod. 

“‘ And he said, Cast it on the ground. And he cast 
it on the ground, and it became a serpent ; and Moses 
fled from before it. 

“And the Lord said unto Moses, Put forth thine 
hand, and take it by the tail. And he put forth his hand 
and caught it, and it became a rod in his hand.” 


This was conjuring to some purpose. Moses however, 
still wanting confidence, exclaims, “O my Lord, [am 
not eloquent.” At last, however, the Lord prevails upon 
him to go, and Moses, taking the conjuring rod in his 
hand, is about to depart, when the Lord says to him :— 


“When thou goest to return into Egypt, see that thou 
do all those wonders before Pharaoh, which I have put in 
thine hand: dué I will harden his heart, that he shall 


not let the people go.” 


Did mortal man ever hear of foolery like this before ? 
Here the Lord is come down to deliver the children of 
Israel from their bondage, and after immense labour to 
prevail upon Moses to go to Pharaoh for this purpose, he 
tells Moses, just when he is about to go, that he will 
harden Pharaoh's heart that he will not let the people 
go, that is to say, he will make Pharaoh continue 
to oppress the children of Israel! Was foolery ever 
more complete that this P Could any thing be more im- 
measurably absurd P What! the Governor of the uni- 
verse acting in this absurd and preposterous manner P 
Coming down to deliver people from their oppressions, 
and then hardening the heart of the man from whom 
those oppressions proceed? How dare you blaspheme 
the Deity in such a manner? How dare you ascribe to 
him such ridiculous foolery ? 
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Notwithstanding however what the Lord said about 
hardening Pharaoh’s heart, Moses, in company with 
Aaron, travels off to Pharaoh to obtain the release 
of the children of Israel. Having arrived at Pha- 
raoh’s, they apprise him of their object, and after per- 
forming a number of conjuring exploits, Pharaoh asks :— 


“Who is the Lord, that I should obey his voice 
to let Israel go? I know not the Lord, neither will 
I let Israel go.” ch. V. v. 2. 


Pharaoh, I suppose, was an atheist, for he did not 
know who the Lord was; although too he lived in the 
neighbourhood where the Lord was appearing every 
‘now and then to Moses. Moses, however, finding 
Pharaoh’s heart hardened, as the Lord had informed 
him, returns back to the Lord, and, seeing the silly- 
ness of his errand, asks him why he had sent him ? 
That is to say, he asks the Lord why he had made 
such a tom-fool of him, as to send him to Pharaoh to 
obtain the release of the ‘children of Israel, while, at 
the same time, he was hardening Pharaoh's heart that 
he might refuse to grant their release? And Moses 
warmly complains to the Lord, that although he had come 
down to deliver people from bondage, he had not'de- 
livered them at all. This was sensible in Moses. The 
Lord then replies to Moses in the way of apology, and 
amongst the many ridiculous things which he says to him, 
is the following, which he commands him to say to the 
children of Israel :— 


© And I wili take you to me for a people, and I will 
be to you a God: and ye shall know that I am the Lord 
your God, which bringeth you out from under the bur- 
dens of the Egyptians.” ch. VI. v. 7. 


Imagine the God of the universe talking in this ridicu- 
lous manner. You shall be my people, says he to the 
children of Israel, and I :will be your God. Were the 
whole human race not his peopleP And was he nota 
God to the Egyptians, as well as to the children of Is- 
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rael? Well might Pharaoh say, “I know not the 
Lord.” The Lord, it appears, did not profess to be his 
God. He was only the God of the children of Israel. 
Such childish nonsense ascribed to the God of the uni- 
verse, decides the character of the Bible. 


The Lord then, to prevail upon Moses to go again to 
Pharaoh, says to him :— 


“See, I have made thee a god to Pharaoh: and Aaron 
thy brother shall be thy prophet. 

“Thou shalt speak all that I command thee: and Aa- 
ron thy brother ehall speak unto Pharaoh, that he send 
. the children of Israel out of his land. 

“And I will harden Pharaoh's heart, and multiply 
my signs and my wonders in the land of Egypt. 

*“‘ But Pharaoh shall not harken unto you, ¢hat I may 
lay my hand upon Egypt, and bring forth mine armies, 
and my people the children of Israel, out of the land of 
Egypt with great judgments.” ch. VII. vs. 1—4 


Here is a display of the Lord's infinite goodness! I 
will harden Pharaoh’s heart, says he, that I may lay my 
hand upon Egypt. That is to say, I will make Pharaoh 
do wrong, that I may punish him and his people for 
doing it. Can there be found in the annals of human 
monstrosities an instance of such wanton cruelty? And 
this you ascribe to the Deity! this you ascribe to that 
Being who formed you, whose love is unbounded, and 
whose benevolence is i::finite! Had the Deity formed 
you into quadrupeds, you would have been less absurd, 
and less blasphemous. 


The Lord having prevailed upon Moses to go again 
to Pharaoh, to obtain the release of the children of Israel, 
Moses, with his brother Aaron, start off for that pur- 
pose. And having arrived at their journey’s end, the in- 
spired writer proceeds :— 


‘ ‘ 
‘* And Moses and Aaron went in unto Pharaoh, and 
they did so as the Lord had commanded: and Aaron cast 
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down his rod before Pharaoh, and before his servants, and 
it beeame a serpent. 

‘Then Pharaoh also called the wise men and the aor- 
cerers: now the magicians of Egypt, they also did in 
like manner with their enchantments. 

“For they cast down every man-his rod, and they 
became serpents: but aron’s rod swallowed up their 
rods.” ch. VII. vs. 10—12. 


Of course the inspired writer was not going to al- 
low Aaron to be beaten in conjuring by the magicians 
of Egypt; and hence he sticks to the end of his sen- 
tence, but -daron’s red swallowed up their rods; as 
great a truth, I dare say, as many others that he re- 
lates. A certain writer ‘says, that a great lie is as 
easy told as a little one, and so it appears with this 
inspired historian, for he sticks at very little. But the 
most remarkable part of the passage is, that the magi- 
cians of Egypt could transform rods into serpents as 
well as Moses or Aaron. They cast down every man 
his rod, says the inspired writer, and they became ser- 
pents. Now how was thisP Can any of you account 
for itP The writer goes on :— 


“ And he hardened Pharaoh's heart, that he harkened 
not unto them; as the Lord had-said.” v. 13. 


Either the Lord wished to deliver the children of Is- 
rael from their bondage, or he did not. If he did wish 
to deliver them, why harden Pharaoh’s heart that he 
might continue them in that bondage? And if he did 
not wish to deliver them, why come down from heaven, 
and send Moses and his brother upon such foolish and 
ridiculous errands ? Such foolery is beyond all prece- 
dence. ‘The inspired writer proceeds with his narrative, 
and tells us, that in consequence of Pharaoh's heart being 
again hardened, the Lord commands Moses to turn all 
the waters of Egypt into blood. And Moses and his 
brother do so as follows, vs. 20—22 :— 


“And Moses and Aaron did so, as the Lord com- 


2” 


10 


manded ; and he lifted up the rod, and smote the waters 
that were in the river, in the sight of Pharaoh, and in 
the sight of his servants; and all the waters that were 
in the river were turned to blood. 

<< And the fish that was in the river died; and the river 
stank, and the Egyptians could not drink of the water 
of the river; and there was blood throughout all the 
land of Egypt. . 

“ And the magicians of Egypt did so with their en- 
chantmenits : and Pharaoh’s heart was hardened, neither 
did he harken unto them; as the Lord had said.” 


This certainly exceeds all that I have: yet noticed. 
What are we here toldP Why, that after Moses had 
turned all the waters of Egypt into blood, the magi- 
cians of Egypt turned them into blood also! ‘A pure 
absurdity. You absurd beings, how could the magi- 
cians of Egypt turn water into blood, when it was 
blood already? And yet you impose this book upon 
the world as the production of infinite wisdom! I can- 
not imagine how any man could commit this absurdity 
undesignedly. Men, when they write, must reflect either 
more or less, and the least reflection imaginable would 
have enabled any man to avoid such an absurdity as 
this. I therefore incline to the supposition, that the man 
who wrote this was merely making an experiment upon 
the credulity of mankind ; that is to say, he penned these 
absurdities designedly, for the purpose of measuring the 
extent of the appetite of human beings for absurdity. 
It is certain that that appetite is most capacious. 


Pharaoh still refusing to let the people go, as a matter 
of course, seeing that the Lord had again hardened 
his heart, the Lord sends Moses again to Pharaoh, and 
commands him to tell him, that if he does not let the peo- 
ple go, the Lord will smite all his borders with frogs. 
And the frogs are to go into the houses of Pharaoh and 
his people, and into their beds and into their ovens, which 
latter place I imagine they would have more sense. And 
the inspired writer goes on :— 


ll 


“And Aaron stretched out his hand over the waters 
of Egypt” stop. 

What! over the waters of Egypt ? Only two or three 
verses previous, we were told that all the waters of 
Egypt were turned to blood ; and now the inspired wri- 
ter talks about Aaron stretching out his hand over the 
waters! These are not only absurdities, but they are 
downright blunders. But still [ am inclined to believe that 
they were written designedly, and not unintentionally, 
for I cannot suppose that any sort of a being, even quad- 
rupeds, would exhibit such an absence of reflection. 
The inspired penman continues :— 


“ And the frogs came up, and covered the land of 
Egypt.” ch. VU. v. 6. 


That is to say, after Aaron had stretched out his hand 
over the waters of Egypt, when there were no waters, 
the frogs came up, and covered the land of Egypt. Here 
then Pharaoh is in the midst of this immense swarm of 
frogs, jumping about him on all sides. But this is not 

The narrative continues :— 





“And the magicians did so with their enchantments, 
and brought up frogs upon the land of Egypt.” v. 7. 


That is to say, the magicians of Egypt produced frogs 
as well as Aaron; so that the magicians of Egypt had 
as much power as the Lord. How you explain this, I 
can form no conception. But if Aaron's frogs covered 
the land of Egypt, how did the other frogs manage for 
room P Did they get on to the backs of Aaron’s frogs ? 
What immeasurable consciences you must have, to im- 
pose such rubbish as this upon the people as the produc- 
tion of infinite wisdom! 


The inspired writer then informs us, that in conse- 
quence of the swarm of frogs, Pharaoh began to yield; 
and sending for Moses, he begged of him to intreat the 
Lord to take away the frogs, and that if he would do so, 
he would let the people go, as’ Moses and the Lord 
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desired. I should like to know why Pharaoh could not 
take away the frogs himself, or at least his magicians. 
Did his magicians not produce frogs? Why then could 
they not take them away, or destroy them? Pure trash. 
Moses having done what Pharaoh desired, the narrative 
goes on :— 

‘‘ And the Lord did ac¢ording to the word of Moses ; 
and the frogs died out of the houses, out of the villages, 
and out of the fields. 

‘“‘ And they gathered them together upon heaps: and 
the land stank.” ch. VII. vs. 13-14. 


And well it might. And this, I suppose, is an evidence 
of the Lord’s goodness ; creating millions of frogs, and 
then destroying them in this manner. Such are the ab- 
surdities and blasphemies which you ascribe to the God 
of the universe. 


I am, &c. 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Newton Heath, August 28th, 1838. 


- Re-printed with emendations, February 6th, 1841. 
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REV. Sirs, 


Proceeding into Manchester the other morning, 
(I living but ashort distance from it) I observed two 
wretched-looking women picking something from a mid- 
den. Wondering what it could be, I stopped, and look- 
ing more attentively, [saw them rooting amongst the 
ashes, and picking up cinders and putting them into an 
old basket as wretched-looking as themselves. I paused, 
and I reflected; and what were my reflections at behold- 
ing such a sight? Here I am, thought I to myself, in 
a country abounding with every thing that the corive- 
nience and comfort of human nature can desire, and in 
which every man professes to love his neighbour’ as him- 
self; and here are these two poor women in this wretched 
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condition, without coals and very likely without food, 
gathering up cinders from a neighbour’s midden, to pro- 
cure themselves a fire! What an exemplification, I 
thought to myself, of the precept, love thy neighbour as 
thyself’ I then thought of one of the parsons of the 
Old Church, whom I saw in a carriage and four on his 
way to Heaton Park races: I thought also of the Bis- 
hops, and their thirty and forty thousands a year, and 
their parks and their pleasure-grounds: I thought of 
the vast accumulations of wealth in the hands of single 
individuals, accumulations a thousand times greater in 
amount than each individual can consume: I thought, in 
short of all the pomp and extravagance of both clergy 
and laity, and all their high professions of Christian cha- 
rity and kindness, and contrasting these with the two 
wretched females before me, gathering up cinders from a 
neighbours midden to procure themselves a fire, I felt 
emotions not to be described. The principles of Robert 
Owen, however, occurring to my mind, I saw the causes 
of such distracting anomalies, and the means of their re-. 
moval. J saw that no particular individuals were to 
blame for this extreme destitution on the one hand, and 
extravagant abundance on the other; I saw that the evil 
resulted from a system of individt.al property, which, if 
not put an end to, and community of property established 
in its stead, such shocking wretchedness would ever afflict 
the human family. I thereupon resolved, that as long as 
the energies of my body and mind should remain unim- 
paired, so long would I exert them, in destroying a sys- 
tem fraught with so much mischief and misery toman. __ 


The preceding, Rev. Sirs, may not be connected with 
the tale in the Bible respecting the Lord delivering the 
children of Israel from their bondage in Egypt, a tale 
which I am at present reviewing in these Letters, but I 
beg to inform you that it is closely connected with you. 
You are men appointed expressly to instruct the people 
in a knowledge ‘of their duties; to guide them in the path 
of virtue and happiness; and to be talking to them about 
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the foolery and nonsense of a heaven and a hell hereafter, 
whilst they are in hell at the present moment, is a dere- 
liction of duty on your parts scarcely to be pardoned. 
What torments, I ask, can people meet with hereafter 
greater than those which they now endure P What mis- 
eries can be greater than those resulting from poverty, 
want, and diseaseP Why then not exert yourselves and 
relieve the people from such miseries? Are your sym- 
pathies of such a nature that they can only have con- 
nection with miseries in another world? Are they so 
strangely constituted, that they can skip over all real 
miseries, and dilate only upon miseries which are im- 
aginary P Your sympathies are wind, and your conduct 
is infamous. Instead of instructing the people in a know- 
ledge of their duties, and endeavouring to relieve them 
from their sufferings, you are doing your utmost to per- 
petuate those sufferings. You are telling the people that 
“they are in that state of life to which it has pleased Grod 
to call them,” and to be dissatisfied with it, or to endea- 
vour to alter it, is asort of rebellion against God. This 
is the conduct of nearly you all, and conduct more abomi- 
nable and infamous no other mortals but priests would 
be guilty of. 

I shall now, Rev. Sirs, proceed with Moses’ tale, about 
the delivery of t: ~ c'vildren of Israel from their bondage 
in Egypt. You will remember that I broke off in my 
last Letter in Exodus ch. VIII. v. 14; just at that part 
where the Lord destroyed all the frogs, “‘and they gath- 
ered them together upon heaps, and the land stank.” 
You will remember that these frogs were sent by the 
Lord as a punishment upon Pharaoh, because he would 
not allow the children of Israel to depart out of Egypt. 
They were ordered by the Lord to get into his bed, and 
his kneading-troughs, and even his ovens, which I sup- 
pose they did, and all because he was so obstinate as 
not to let the people go. And you will remember 
that Pharaoh would not let them go because the Lord 
hardened his heart: because the Lord exercised a sort 
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of influence over him which obliged him to refuse to 
let them go. You will remember all this, and you 
will be quite aware of the rationality of the Lord in 
wishing Pharaoh to act one way, and then hardening 
his heart to make him act another way. And you 
will also be aware of the infinite goodness of the Lord 
in thus making a shuttlecock of Pharaoh, compelling 
him to refuse to liberate the children of Israel, and. 
then sending frogs and other things to punish him be- 
cause he does so refuse. Such conduct on the part of 
the Lord, can only be accounted for on the score of his 
being infinite in wisdom and goodness, whilst we are 
finite in these qualities. We, with our low empty 
souls, if we saw people in bondage, instead of harden- 
ing the man’s heart from whom that bondage proceeded, 
we should be thinking of softening it; that is to say, 
if we had any power at all in the matter. The idea 
would occur to our minds that if his heart were sof- 
tened, the bondage would cease, and thus all would be 
put to rights at once. The people would be relieved 
from their bondage, and there would be no need of 
sending frogs or any thing else to punish the man for 
acting as we had forced him to act. The Lord, how- 
ever, being infinite in wisdom, he sees things with other 
eyes; that which is wisdom to him, appears foolishness 
to us, and hence his conduct now under observation. 


The passage next in order for our notice is Exodus, — 
eh. VIII. vs. 16 and 17, as follows :— 


“ And the Lord said unto Moses, say unto Aaron, 
Stretch out thy rod, and smite the dust of the land, that 
it may become lice throughout all the land of Egypt. 

“And they did so; for Aaron stretched out his hand 
with his rod, and smote the dust of the earth, and _ it 
became lice im man, and in beast; all the 
dust of the land became lice throughout all 
the land of Egypt.” 


This was another punishment which the Lord inflicted 
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upon Pharaoh, because he refused to liberate the children 
of Israel from their bondage. ‘All the dust of the land 
became lice ;” and they were “in man and in beast.” 
The Bible is a most entertaining book. But if all the 
dust of the land became lice, the children of Israel would 
be afflicted with lice as well as Pharaoh, so that the in- 
nocent would suffer as well as the guilty. They would 
all be lousy together, for the children of Israel were yet 
in Egypt, and how could they escape the lice P Most 
dignified matters for the word of God, toads and lice / 
Pharaoh, however, notwithstanding the lice, still refuses 
to let the people go; and then the Lord sends swarms 
of flies, verse 24, as follows :— 


“And the Lord did so; and there came a_ grie- 
vous swarm of flies into the house of Pha- 
raoh, and into his servant's houses, and _ into 
all the land of Egypt: the land was corrupted 
by reason of the swarm of flies.” 


Moses does not inform us what became of the lice, 
whether the Lord killed them or not, as he did the 
frogs. But if the land stunk with the frogs, how 
much more would it stink with the lice, seeing that 
“all the dust of the land became lice”P and who 
knows how many feet or inches thick P Christians must 
have extraordinary stomachs, (1 mean mental stomachs) 
to digest such abominable nonsense as this. The flies 
having no more effect upon Pharaoh than the lice, for 
his heart was again hardened, the Lord then sends a 
plague amongst his cattle, ch. 1x. vs. 5, 6, as follows :— 


“‘ And the Lord appointed a set time, saying, T'o-mor- 
row the Lord shall do this thing in the land. 

“And the Lord did that thing on the morrow, and- 
all the cattle of Egypt died: but of the cattle 
of the children of Israel died not one,” 


Here the Lord kills all the cattle of Egypt because 
, Pharaoh refuses to liberate the children of Israel; and he 
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refuses because the Lord hardens his heart, and makes 
him refuse. The infinite goodness of the Lord must be 
here very apparent. The cattle were as guilty as Pha- 
raoh. Let us, however, bear in mind that “ all the cattle 
of Egypt died,” for Moses seems to forget this a little 
further on, which is an evidence of his divine inspiration. 
Pharach’s heart being again hardened, the Lord speaks 
to Moses and Aaron as follows, vs. 8-10 :— 


“Take to you handfulls of ashes of the furnace, and 
let Moses sprinkle it toward the heaven in the sight of 
Pharaoh. | 

‘‘ And it shall become small dust in all the land of 
Egypt, and shall be a boil breaking forth with blains 
upon man, and upon beast, throughout all the land of 
Egypt. 

“ And they took ashes of the furnace, and stood before 
Pharaoh; and Moses sprinkled it toward heaven; and 
it became a boil breaking forth with  blains 
upon man, and upon beast.” 


This was but small performance compared to that of 
the lice. The transformation of ashes into dust is no 
very difficult matter. But the ashes became “a boil,” it 
seems, upon man and upon beast; which certainly was 
rather singular. And more singular still, when we con- 
sider, as Moses told us in the last citation, that “all the 
cattle of Egypt died.” A most undoubted evidence of 
Moses’ divine inspiration. The infinite goodness of the 
Lord is again made manifest to us in the following pas- 
sage, verse 12 :— 


“And the Lord hardened the heart of Pharaoh, 
and he harkened not unto them, as the Lord had spoken 
unto Moses.” 


That is to say, after the Lord had punished Pharaoh 
with frogs, and lice, and flies, and boils, because he re- 
fused to let the children of Israel go, the Lord hardens 
his heart that he might continue to refuse. You absurd . 
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‘beings, how dare you pretend that the Deity acted in this 
mannerP Are you not afraid of a judgment, as you, 
talk so much about judgments? Here the omnipotent 
power of the universe is accused of forcing Pharaoh to 
do wrong, and then inflicting all kinds of miseries upon 
him because he does that wrong. Is there no blasphemy 
here P And these miseries are not only inflicted upon 
Pharaoh, but upon thousands of his people, and not only 
upon his people, but upon his cattle; and all this too 
under the pretence of delivering the children of Israel 
from bondage. You blasphemous men, is such conduct 
as this becoming the character of the Deity? If the 
children of Israel were in bondage, could that omnipotent 
power not deliver them from that bondage without all 
this absurd and barbarous work ? Could such a power 
not release them at once, and in a manner becoming om- 
nipotence P Could he not do without becoming a sort of 
jvggler, and after all leaving the children of Israel as 
deep in their bondage as ever they were? Could he not 
do, either, without inflicting horrid miseries upon Pha- 
raoh and his people? Could he not release one peo- 
ple from bondage without involving another people in 
ten times worse bondage P Could he not do, in short, 
without acting in a manner the most absurd that can 
be conceived P | 


_ Although we are told in the last citation that the Lord 
hardened Pharaoh’s heart that he might refuse to let the 
children of Israel go, in the next verse the ispired 
writer says,— 


“ And the Lord said unto Moses, rise up early in the 
morning, and stand before Pharaoh, and say unto him, 
Thus saith the Lord God of the Hebrews, Let 
my people go, that they may serve me.” 


That is to say, although the Lord just had harden- 
ed Pharaoh’s heart to prevent him letting the children 
of Israel go, the Lord now says, “Let my people go 
that they may serve me;” that is to say, immediately 
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after he had prevented Pharaoh from letting them go. 
Of course the ‘absurdity of this tale is beyond all pre- 
cedence or parallel. But what sort of serving did the 
Lord want? ‘That they may serve me,” he is made 
to say. Will you pretend that the Deity is some sort 
of gentleman, and that his vanity is excited by a host 
of liverymen waiting upon him? Your absurdities are 
without end: what serving can the omnipotent power 
of the universe want? The Lord, according to the in- 
spired volume, continues to address Moses and says,— 


“For I will at this time send all my _ plagues 
upon thine heart, and upon thy servants, and upon 
thy people ; that thou mayest know that there is none 
like me in all the earth. 

“For now I will stretch out my hand. that I may 
smite thee and thy people with pestilence; and 
thou shalt be cut off from the earth.” vs. 14, 15. 


Here the Deity is made to say, that he will smite 
Pharaoh and his people with pestilence. And for 
what? Because Pharaoh would not let the people go. 
And why would Pharaoh not let the people goP Be- 
cause the Lord hardened his heart. Is this infinite good- 
ness? It astonishes me to think how Christians can be- 
lieve such nonsense. The Lord continues his address to 
Moses, vs. 18—21 :— 


* Behold, to morrow about this time I will cause it to 
rain a very grievous hail, such as hath not been in Egypt - 
since the foundation thereof even until now. 

“Send therefore now, and gather thy cattle, 
and all that thou hast in the field; for upon every man 
and beast which shall be found in the field, and shall 
not be brought home, the hail shall come down upon 
them, and they shall die. 

“He that feared the word of the Lord among the ser- 
vants of Pharaoh, made his servants and his cattle: 
flee into the houses : 

“‘ And he that regarded not the word of the Lord left 
his servants and his cattle in the field.” 
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We were told at verse 6 of this same chapter that 
“all the cattle of Egypt died,” and now at 
verses 19 and 20 the Lord is made to say unto Pharoah, 
“gather thy cattle, and all that thou hast in the 
field, or the hail will come down upon them, 
and they shall die.” And not only that, but “he 
that feared the word of the Lord among the servants 
of Pharaoh, made his cattle flee into the 
houses; ” that is to say, made dead ¢attle flee! That 
the Bible is the work of infinite wisdom, this certainly is 

a most splendid evidence. The tale proceeds,— 


‘* And the Lord said unto Moses, Stretch forth thine 
hand toward heaven, that there may be hail in all the 
land of Egypt, upon man and upon beast, and upon every 
herb of the field, throughout all the land of Egypt. 

“And Moses stretched forth his rod toward heaven: 
and the Lord sent thunder and hail, and the fire ran 
‘ along upon the ground: and the Lord rained hail upon 
the land of Egypt. 

‘So there was hail, and fire mingled with the hail, 
very grievous, such as there was none like it in all the 
land of Egypt since it became a nation.” vs. 22—24. 


‘Any thing possible, or in the order of nature, I have 
no objection to; and hence there might be hail very grie- 
vous, and there might be thunder, and fire might run 
along the ground, for lightnings might present that ap- 
pearance. What I object to are things out of the order 
of nature, or palpable blinders, such as that of gather- 
ing the cattle out of the fields for fear they should be | 
killed, while a little before we were told that all the cat- 
tle of Egypt died. And the inspired writer again com- 
mits this blunder as follows, v. 25 :— 

“And the hail smote throughout all the land of 
Egypt all that was in the field, both man and beast; 
and the hail smote every herb of the field, and brake 
every tree of the field.” 


I am willing to allow that the hail smote every herb of 
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the field, and broke every tree of the field, and even smote 
every man in the field, for I can imagine hailstones as 
large as butter-firkins, but how can I suppose that the 
hail smote every beast of the field, when ‘all the 
cattle of Egypt died?” The inspired writer told 
us at the beginning of the chapter, that all the cattle of 
Egypt died, and at the conclusion he talks as if they 
were all alive. These are what I object to; and the 
fact of such blunders being in the Bible, is proof sufli- 
cient for me, that it is not the word of God. To 
believe it to be the word of God, I would have to believe 
that God was an ignorant ass, which I decline doing. 
I have more exalted ideas of the Deity. Again the in- 
spired writer tell us, ch. X. v. 1 :— 


“© And the Lord said unto Moses, Go in unto Pha- 
raoh: for [ have hardened his heart, and the 
heart of his servants, that I might show these my 
signs before him.” 


That is to say, the Lord hardened Pharaoh’s heart 
that he might inflict upon him all manner of cruelties. 
The inspired writer here charges the Deity directly 
with wanton cruelty. For what can be greater cruel- 
ty than to force a man to do wrong, and then to pun- 
ish him for doing that wrongP And you pretend that 
a being who acted in this manner is infinite in good- 
ness! The Deity is then charged with sending swarms 

of locusts, as another punishment upon Pharaoh :— 


“‘ And Moses stretched forth his rod over the land 
of Egypt, and the Lord brought an east wind upon the. 
land all that day, and all that night; and when it was 
morning, the east wind brought the locusts. ; 

“And the locusts went up over all the land of 
Egypt, and rested in all the coasts of Egypt: very 
grievous were they; before them there were no such 
‘locusts as they, neither after them shall be such. 

“For they covered the face of the whole earth, so 
that the land was darkened; and they did eat. every 
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herb of the land, and all the fruit of the trees which 
the hail had left: and there remained not any green 
thing in the trees, or in the herbs of the field, through 
all the land of Egypt.” ch. X. vs. 13—15. 


_ Now why did the Lord send this immense swarm of 
locustsP ‘T'o punish Pharaoh because he refused to re- 
lease the children of Israel from their bondage. And 
why did Pharaoh refuse? Because the Lord hardened 
his heart, and made him refuse. Such is the absurdity 
and injustice which you ascribe to the Deity. The in- 
spired writer then tells us, that .in consequence of this 
heavy affliction of locusts, Pharaoh consented, as he had 
done on several occasions before, to let the children of Is- 
rael go, but immediately upon his doing so, the Lord 
again hardened his heart, as follows, v. 20 :— 

“But the Lord hardened /Pharaoh’s heart, so 
that he would not let the children of Israel go.” 


The Lord then, to show a little more of his infinite 
goodness, causes a thick darkness to prevail over the land 
of Egppt three days, as another punishment upon Pha- 
raoh because he refuses to let the children of Israel go. 
The wonder is with me, how men can believe such non- 
sense. As to you who preach the nonsense to the peo- 
ple, you get a living by it, and that accounts for your 
belief. The inspired writer says, vs. 21-23 :— 


“And the Lord said unto Moses, Stretch out thine 
hand toward heaven, that there may be darkness over the 
land of Egypt, even darkness which may he felt. 

“¢ And, Moses stretched forth his hand, toward heaven; 
and there was a thick darkness in all the land of Egypt 
three days. 

“They saw not one another, neither rose any from his 
place for three days: but all the children of Israel had 
light in their dwellings.” 


Displays of infinite goodness and infinite wisdom seem 
to be the order of the day in the Bible. What infinite 
wisdom is there not displayed it the passage just quoted P 
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God is here made to talk about darkness which may be 
felt; while philosophers tell us that darkness is nothing 
more than the absence of light; that is to say, it is 
nothing ; so that God talks about feeling that which is 
nothing. And here the darkness prevailed three days, 
while there could be no days, for “ God called the light 
day, and the darkness he called night.” But how was 
this darkness occasioned P Did the Lord block up the 
light of the sun P Or did he cause the sun to stand still, 
as another inspired luminary talks about? But, says 
this inspired writer, the children of Israel had light in 
their dwellings. Most singular indeed. I imagine this 
light must have proceeded from the sun, and passed 
through the thick darkness into their dwellings without 
making itself visible any where else. Or perhaps it was 
light which the children of Israel blocked up in their 
houses previous to the thick darkness coming on. Or 
was it artificial light P If it was, could the Egyptians 
not get artificial light as well as the children of Israel ? 
Never was there a book half so absurd as the Bible. 
Such a book is a disgrace to rational beings. I would 
advise all Christians, not to burn their Bibles, but to 
preserve them, and let posterity have some conception 
of their immense intellects, in believing such a book to 
be the production of infinite wisdom. 


I am respecifuily, 
C. J. HASLAM 
Newton Heath, August 28, 1838. 


Re-printed, with emendations, January 10, 1840. 
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REV. SIRs, r 

Of all the wild and frantic tales that ever pro- 
ceeded from an insane mind, this about the Lord deliver- 
ing the children of Israel from their bondage in Egypt, 
is the most wild and frantic. I have not yet got above 
half through it, and the absurdities I have noticed, the 
extravagances I have pointed out, and the blasphemies I 
have exposed, are beyond human calculation. As td the 
Writing itself, it is a jumble of the most glaring contra- 
dictions that ever appeared in print, and as to the conduct 
it attributes to the Deity, it is horrid beyond description. 
How it happens that beings with pretensions to intellect, 
can possibly believe in such stuff, and especially believe 
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that it emanated from the Deity, is, to me, a most inex- | 
plicable mystery. What does this tale say of the om- 
nipotent power that guides the universe? Why, that 
he “came down”’ (the very expression being nonsense) 
to deliver the children of Israel from bondage, and instead 
of doing so, he became a sort of juggler along with Moses 
and Aaron. He sent Moses and Aaron to conjure be- 
fore Pharaoh, and this conjuring was to have the effect 
of inducing Pharaoh to release the children of Israel 
from their bondage, and allow them to accompany the 
Lord to a land flowing with milk and honey ; a choice 
method of delivering people from bondage, and especially 
when resorted to by the omnipotent power of the universe. 
But the best of it is, the Lord did not stop here: he, at 
_ the same time of sending Moses and Aaron to Pharaoh 
for this purpose, actually hardened Pharaoh’s heart in 
order that he might refuse to allow the children of Israel 
to leave Egypt; so that the Lord wished to deliver the 
children of Israel from bondage, and he did not wish to 
deliver them, at one and the same time. How can you 
ascribe to the Deity such foolery ? And the tale not only 
tells us this, it not only accuses the Deity of this im- 
measurable absurdity, but it tells us that the Lord har- 
dened Pharaoh’s heart, in order that he might day his 
-hand upon Egypt, and bring forth his armies (ch. vii. 
v. 4); that is to say, he hardened Pharaoh's heart, and 
obliged him to do wrong, in order that he might punish 
him for it. Need I ask you if such conduct could pro- 
ceed from a being of infinite loveP And need we any 
thing more than this to convince us, that the Bible is a 
lying and blasphemous book ? Need we any thing more 
to show its vile and infamous character? Can you for 
a moment suppose that the Deity would exhibit such con- 
duct as this? Can you believe that he would act in a 
manner so absurd and cruel; a being too, who possesses 
all love and all mercy? Can you believe that such a 
being would first desire Pharaoh to release the children of 
Israel from their bondage, and then harden his heart to 
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prevent him from domg so? Can you, I ask, believe 
in such nonsense, such out-of-the-way trash P How then 
can you pretend that the book which contains such a tale 
as the sacred word of God ? 


“I do not wish to dwell upon this tale longer than is 
necessary, but really the idea of people believing such 
nonsense, of looking upon it as having come from infinite 
wisdom, is something so monstrous, that to go to an ex- 
treme in exposing it is almost impossible. Only think of 
the thousands, the millions that are yet in darkness with 
regard to this book. Think of their ridiculous insanities, 
their frantic fooleries, their mental bondage; start at the 
raving Ranter, and travel up to our Doll upon the throne, 
the same irrationalities, the same imsanities are every 
where observable, and all having their origin in this sink 
of absurdity, impiously called the sacred word of Ged. 
Can I, under such circumstances, go too far in exposing 
such a book ? Can I dwell too long upon its absurdities ? 
Can I, in short, render its absurdities too conspicuous ? 
I conceive I cannot. I do not pretend to any extraor- 
dinary talents in this respect, but what little I do possess, 
I mean to exert them to the rooting out of the minds of the 
people the gross absurdities which have emanated from 
this infamous book called the Bible. And the people are 
not only in mental bondage with regard to this book, but 
they are in physical bondage in consequence of it. They 
are taught to believe that they are “in that state of life 
to which it has pleased God to call them ;” and while a 
few of their fellow Christians, who are in possession of a 
little more cunning and craft, are drawing from them the 
fruits of their toil, and sqandering them away in idleness 
and luxury, and while they themselves are reduced in 
consequence to beggary and want, they look upon the 
arrangement as proceeding from providence, and they 
thank their God for his merciful dispensation. Can I 
under such circumstances, I again ask, expose such a 
book too much? Can I use language too strong? Can 
I apply epithets too severe? Again I say, I cannot. 
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' The people are in misery in consequence of its delu- 
sions, and until these delusions are expelled from their 
minds, they never can be happy. Allow me then to 
proceed with my work of exposure. 


You will remember that I broke off at the conclusion 
of my last Letter at that part of the tale where Moses 
talks about thick darkness. He does not tell us what 
sort of stuff the darkness was, what was its specific gra- 
_vity, or any thing of that sort; he merely says that ‘it 
was thick darkness, that it might be felt, and that it pre- 
vailed over the land of Egypt three days. Pity it was 
that our wise forefathers did not bottle some up, and 
“hand it down to posterity.” What important matters it 
would have settled on the subject of philosophical chem- 
istry. Some people, in these days, have got it into their 
heads that darkness is nothing, that it is merely the ab- 
sence of the imponderable element Aight, which, they say, 
js transmitted to us from the sun, at the rate of about 
200,000 miles in a second, whilst others say that it is not 
transmitted at all, but that it is generated or produced by 
a peculiar action of the sun upon our atmosphere. Now, 
had we but a little of Moses’s thick darkness, how it 
would enlighten these philosophers on this subject. In- 
stead of light being an element, and darkness the absence 
of it, the very reverse would be shown to be the fact; 
that is to say, darkness would be shown to be an element, 
or perhaps a compound, and light merely the absence of 
it; for if Moses could feel the darkness, it must have 
been something. Our philosophers ought to attend more 
to the word of God, and learn their wisdom from that— 
source, instead of presuming to know things better than 
Moses. Was Moses not an inspired writer P and if he 
could feel darkness, as he says he could, why do our 
philosophers presume to say thatit is nothing? Cana 
man feel nothing ? But let me go on with the tale. 


The thick darkness, you will remember, was sent 
as a punishment upon Pharaoh, because he refused to 
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release the children of Israel from their bondage. It 
was made to prevail three days (the sun, I suppose, 
“standing still” all the time), in order that Pharaoh 
and his people might not see each other, and that they 
might thereby come in violent collision one with the 
other. Pharaoh, however, and his people, had the 
prudence to sit still all the time; they “stood still” 
as well as the sun, and hence their punishment was 
not so severe as the Lord had anticipated. The Lord, 
you will remember, had resorted to many means in 
order to induce Pharaoh to release the children of Is- 
rael from their bondage; he had exerted a mighty 
quantity of his omnipotence in order to force Pharaoh 
tv act as he wished him to act; he had sent frogs, 
and lice, and flies, and locusts, and hail, and rain, 
and fire, and plagues, and boils, and many other things, 
and all for the purpose of compelling Pharaoh to re- 
lease these “children” from their bondage: but Pha- 
raoh, notwithstanding these afflictions, notwithstanding 
these mighty efforts of the Lord against him, still re- 
fused to let them go: he still resisted, and what adds 
lustre and beauty to the tale, this resistance was actu- 
ally excited by the Lord himself. The Lord laboured 
with one hand to induce Pharaoh to release the children 
of Israel from their bondage, and with the other he la- 
boured to induce him mot to release them; and this is 


called infinite wisdom. The tale goes on:— 


“ And Pharaoh called unto Moses, and said, Go ye 
serve the Lord; only let your flocks and your herds be 
stayed ; let your little ones also go with you.” Exodus, 
ch. X. v, 24. 

Here, it appears, Pharaoh gave the children of Israel 
full liberty to go; he released them from their bondage, 
for he commands them to go and serve the Lord. No 
sooner however did Pharaoh give utterance to this 
command, no sooner did his natural disposition thus 
begin to operate, than the Lord again hardens his heart, 
as follows :— 
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“ But the Lord hardened Pharaoh's heart, and he 
would not let them go.” ch. xX. v. 27. 


The infinite dove of the Lord is not yet satiated; he 
must again force Pharaoh to do wrong, in order that 
he may inflict upon him a little more suffering. With 
all his sufferings he must yet have more. Accordingly 
Moses tells us :— 


“And the Lord said unto Moses, Yet will I bring 
one plague more upon Pharaoh, and upon Egypt; after- 
wards he will let you go hence: when he shall let you 
go, he shall surely thrust you out hence altogether. 
ch. XI. v. 1. 


The Lord will bring one plague more upon Pharaoh, 
because he refuses to release the children of Israel from 
their bondage, and he refuses because the Lord him- 
self makes him refuse. You talk about ‘“ abominations 
unto the Lord,” never was there an abomination equal 
to the Bible. The Deity is then accused of advising 
the children of Israel to swindle, as follows :— 


‘< Speak now in the ears of the people, and let every 
man borrow of his neighbour, and every women of her 
neighbour, jewels of silver, and jewels of gold.. ch. XI. 
verse 2. 


Accordingly, in the next chapter, Moses says :— 


“And the Lord gave the people favour in the sight 
of the Egyptians, so that they lent unto them such 
things as they required. nd they spoiled the Enyp- 
tians. ch. XII. v. 36. 


Was this an exemplification of the Lord’ 8 infinite 
justice P And is this your Bible morality? What! 
did the Deity advise the children of Israel to borrow 
goods of their neighbours, and then to decamp with 
those goods? Are these the bright examples of the 
Gospel? Is this your morality? No other wonder we 
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see so many dishonest people in the world. No other 
wonder we see respectable Christian tradesmen getting 
into enormous debts, building whole streets of houses, 
consigning those houses over to some relative or friend, 
and then getting rid of their debts by fraud and perjury. 
No other wonder we have proceedings of this sort going 
on amongst us; the Bible justifies such proceedings ; the 
Lord, according to Moses, recommends such practices. 
The Lord is then accused of the following most barbarous 
cruelty :— 


“And Moses said, Thus saith the Lord, About mid- 
night will I go out in the midst of Egypt: 


“ And all the first-born in the land of Eqypt shall 
die, from the first-born of Pharaoh that sitteth upon his 
throne, even unto the maid-servant that is behind the 
mill; and all the first-born of beasts. ch. XI. vs. 4, 5. 


Accordingly in the next chapter Moses tells us :— 


“ And it came to pass, that at midnight, the Lord 
smote all the first-born in the lund of Egypt, from the 
first-born of Pharaoh that sat on his throne unto the first- 
born of the captive that was in the dungeon; and all the 
first-born of cattle. 


‘And Pharaoh rose up in the night, he, and all his 
_servants, and all the Egyptians ; and there was a great 
cry in Egypt; for there was not a house where there 
was not one dead.’ vs. 29, 30. 


Are we really to believe that the Deity perpetrated this 
cruelty? Are we to believe that he committed this enor- 
mous slaughter? Are we, I ask, to believe, that the 
author of the universe, a being who you say is infinite in 
love and mercy, committed such wanton crueltiesP How 
can we believe it? How can we believe that a being of 
infinite mercy would act without any mercy? And only 
think of the motive which Moses imputes to the Lord, as 
a reason why he committed these cruelties, that my — 
wonders (the Lord is made to say) may be multiphed in 
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the land of Egypt. Could the Lord not exhibit his 
wonders without murdering and slaughtering people ? 
Could a being of infinite mercy not display his wonders 
without committing savage and wanton crueltiesP But 
what wonders could the Deity wish to exhibit ? Are there 
not wonders in quantities sufficient in the creation P 


At last then, ‘it appears, the Lord, the omnipotent 
power of the universe, succeeded in delivering the chil- 
dren of Israel from their bondage in Egypt. The Lord 
left off hardening Pharaoh’s heart, and of course Pharaoh 
gave them liberty to go and “serve the Lord.” Of all 
the methods of delivering people from bondage, this which 
the Lord resorted to in delivering the children of Israel, 
is certainly the most wonderful and astonishing. How it 
happens that the Lord, with his infinite wisdom could 
conceive a plan so expeditious, so effective, and at th: same 
time so rational, is a matter at once wonderful and un- 
accountable. Of course to our finite minds it will always 
remain a mystery; and a most splendid mystery it is. Only 
think of “Aaron’s rod swallowing up their rods ;” think 
of the frogs and the lice, the boils and the blains, and 
above all think of the thick darkness ; and think of the 
Lord hardening Pharaoh’s heart between each “scene,” 
that his -“ wonders might be multiplied in the land of 
Egypt;” think, in short, of all the decorating appen- 
dages of this sublime mystery, and we are overwhelmed 
with astonishment and wonder. 

Ye men of absurdity and mystery, does there appear 
to the human understanding one jot of sense or ration- 
ality in this tale? Does there appear any thing but the 
most out-of-the-way foolery, the most frantic insanity, 
and at the same time the most barbarous cruelty? How 
dare you then ascribe such things to the Deity? How 
dare you accuse the Deity of things which are revolting 
to the finite understanding of man? How dare you ac- 
cuse the Deity of things which are outrageous to the 
feelings of man? Do you suppose there is no moral 
wrong in such acts P 
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Yes, if the Deity held men responsible for their ac- 
tions, .as you say he does, what mighty sufferings would 
he not have in store for you! Of all the men in exis- 
tence, you, preachers of the Gospel, are, i my opinion, 
the most mischievous and wicked. In addition to the 
frightful blasphemies which you commit against the 
Deity, in charging him with the absurd fooleries and 
wanton cruelties related im the Bible, you are the very 
men who are the main obstacle in the way of moralizing 
and improving the condition of the human race. From 
the earliest record of your existence, down to the present 
time, the same black and infamous design has been con- 
apicuous in all your proceedings, a determined oppo- 
sition to every thing having a tendency to enlarge 
the intellect, and ameliorate the moral and physical 
condition of man. And in the name of that power which 
governs the universe, and whose character you hesitate 
not to blaspheme, can we conceive the amount of suffer- 
ing the human race have had to endure in consequence of 
this infernal opposition of yours? Can we contemplate 
- without horror, the wars, the massacres, the oceans of hu- 
man blood which have been shed, in consequence of your 
continual opposition to every thing not harmonizing with 
existing notions, and existing institutions P Only think 
of your inquisitions, your burnings, your racks, and your 
wheels, invented and applied for the purpose of torturing 
the human race, because they dared to exercise those 
faculties of their mind which the Deity gave to them for 
no other purpose than to exercise. If then man be a res- 
ponsible being, as you say he is, will you, Priests of all 
ages, not be brought to account for these enormously — 
wicked proceedings of yoursP Will that being, to whom 
you say man is responsible, not hold you as particular ob- — 
jects of his “divine vengeance” for such wickedness ? 
According, however, to my understanding, man is not 
- a responsible being, that is to say, he cannot justly and 
rationally be subject to either praise or blame, reward or 
punishment; and, ministers of the Gospel, fortunate it is 
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for you that he is not so, above all other men. But let 
me go on with the tale. 


T was stating that in consequence of the Lord leaving 
off hardening Pharaoh's heart, the children of Israel were 
at last released from their bondage. What time elapsed 
from the time that the Lord first ‘‘came down” to deliver 
these “ children,” up to the time when he left off harden- 
ing Pharaoh’s heart, Moses, I believe, does not inform 
us; but from the transactions which took place during 
the time, from the conjuring and transforming, the boils 
and the blains, and all the other comical proceedings of 
both Moses and the Lord, it must have been a consider- 
able length of time; yet when the Lord first appeared to 
Moses, when he had just “come down” out of heaven, he 
told Moses that he had seen the affliction of his people in 
Egypt, and that he knew their sorrows, and he seemed to 
manifest the utmost anxiety to have them at once released 
from their bondage; but instead of doing this, instead of 
exerting his omnipotence for this purpose, he starts in a 
manner the most round-about, the most stupid, the most _ 
barbarous, the most absurd, the most cruel, and in short, 
in a manner thé most comical that the wildest lunatic 
could conceive. Why could the Lord, as I asked before, 
instead of hardening Pharaoh’s heart, have softened it ? 
Why could he not have adopted this method in relieving 
the children of Israel from their bondage? Did the 
omniscient power of the universe not think of this mode 
of doing it P or would he rather adopt the other method 
that he might gratify his infinite love, by inflicting upon 
Pharaoh and his people the most cruel sufferings? The 
- man who can believe this tale, the man who can for a 
moment believe that the Lord here represented is identical 
with that power which animates the universe, is as bereft 
of reason as any clod upon the earth. The God of the 
universe is infinite-in wisdom and goodness, but the God. 
of the Bible is absurd and brutal, how then can they be 
one and the same ? 


The children of Israel, however, being released from 
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their bondage, they were now busily preparing for their 
journey to the land flowing with milk and honey. You 
will remember that the Lord, when he appeared in the 
burning bush, stated that he would “‘bring them up out of 
that land (meaning Egypt), unto a good land, and a 
large, unto a land flowing with milk and honey.” I 
stated before that the Lord ordered the children of Israel, 
before they made their departure out of Egypt, to plunder 
the Egyptians of every thing that they might require. 
Having then completed this holy work, and their “knead- 
ingtroughs being bound up in their cloths upon their 
shoulders,” together with their dough before it was lea- 
vened, they started off to the land flowing with milk and 
honey. Moses, in giving their numbers, states that there 
were “about six hundred thousand on foot that were 
men, beside children; and a mixed multitude went up 
also with them; and flocks, and herds, even very much 
cattle.” | 


In my next Letter I shall proceed with this tale as I 
have done from the beginning; I shall accompany these 
people until they reach their promised land ; I shall fol- 
low them through all their wonderous adventures, and 
I shall notice in their progress every movement and pro- 
ceeding that may tend to show the wisdom and goodness 
of the Lord; or rather I should say the absurdity and 
brutality of that imaginary being represented in the 
Bible. I have the utmost regard for the God of the 
universe, but the God of the Bible I despise as a monster. 
I sincerely believe that such a being has no existence, 
but is a mere figment of the imagination, invented for the 
purpose of cheating mankind. Moses wished to become 
chief of the children of Israel, and being possessed of ex- 
traordinary craft, he pretended that he had communication 
with the being in question, in order to get possession of 
these “children,” and reduce them to submission. He 
knew that his own authority was not sufficient to induce 
the children of Israel to leave Egypt, and therefore he 
pretended that he was acting from the instructions of the 
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Lord who appeared to him in the burning bush. This 
inference is not only warranted from what has paseed, 
but the remainder of the tale makes it evident to 
every unprejudiced mind. 


. -T remain, &c. 
C. J. HASLAM. 


Newton Heath, November 6th, 1838. 


Re-printed with Emendattons, April 21st, 1841. 
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Rey. Sirs, . 


Never was there a tale so comieal as this 
about the Lord delivering the children of Israel from 
their bondage m Egypt. Although the Lord is om- 
nipotent in power—although he made the world out of 
nothing—although he- brought everything into exist- 
ence by a “ Let there be this,” and a “ Let there be - 
that,” it actually took him, I don’t know how long, in 
subduing the power ofa single man. Pharaoh, a mere 
creature, was actually more powerful than the Lord. 
Pharaoh was a finite being, and the Lord was an infinite 
being, yet the finite being prevailed over the infinite 
being for many months at the least. And these are 
Moses’ divine inspirations. This is the sacred word 
of God, for disbelieving which we are subject to the 
sweet epithets of infidel and atheist. Rev. ministers of 
the gospel, what sensible and charitable beings you are! 


You will remember, however, that in my last letter 
we arrived at that part of the tale where the children 
of Israel were making their departure for the promised 
land-—to the land “flowing with milk and honey.’— 
The Lerd, you will recollect, eommanded them to 
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plunder the Egyptians of everything they should re. 
quire, and after having done so,—after having “spoiled 
the Egyptians,” as Moses says, und after packing up 
their plunder. and their “‘ dough before it was leavened,” 
and “their kneading troughs,” and having ‘ bound 
them in their clothes upon their shoulders,” they started 
off “about six hundred thousand on foot that were 
men, besides children.” And Moses says, besides 
these, ‘“‘a mixed multitude went up also; and flocks, 
and herds, and very much cattle.” What an extra- 
ordinary spectacle they must have been ! 


After a great deal of nonsense about the : 
and about the first-born being sanctified to bod, and 
about the firstlings of beasts set apart, and about 
Joseph’s bones, and I hardly know what besides, Moses 
tells us,— rs 


“ And the Lord went before them by day in 2 pillar of a cloud, ‘to lead 
them the way; and by night in a pillar of fire, to give them light; to ge 
by day and night : He took not away the pillar of the cloud by day, nor 
the pillar of fire by night, from before the people. (13th ch. 2ist & v.) 


After thus making a sort of lantern of the omnipo- 
tent power of the universe, Moses tells us that the 
Tord appeared unto him, and told him, that he would 
harden Pharaoh's heart that he m‘ght follow after 
them. , Accordingly we are told— 

‘* And the Lord hardened the heart of Pharaoh, king of Egypt, and 
pursued after the children of Israel.” (14th ch, and 8th v.) ” 

Now what could the Lord want with Pharaoh now? 
Had he not released the children of Israel from their 
bondage? Why, then, trouble him any more? Why 
torment and torture Pharaoh in this manner? But let 
us go on with the tale :— 
' «But the E Lesa pursued after them. all the horses and chariots of 
Pharaoh, and orsemen, and his army, and overtook them encampi 
by the sea, beside Pi-hahiroth, before Baal zephon. And when Pharao 
drew nigh, the children of Israel lifted up their eyes, and behold, the 

tians marched after them; and they were sore afraid; and the chil- 

dren of Israel cried out unto the Lord, And they said unto Moses, Be- 
eause there were no graves in Egypt, hast thou taken us away to die in 
the wilderness? «herefore hast thou dealt thus with us, to carry us forth 
eut of Egypt? «8 this not the word that we did tell thee in Egypt, saying, 
Let us alone, that we may serve the Egyptians? For it had been better for 
us to serve the Fey tians, than that we should die in the wilderness.”’— 
(44th ch. and 9th, 10th, 11th, and 32th verses.) 

Here it actually appears that the children of Israel 


did not want fo be delivered from their bondage. They - 
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actually told Moses to Let them alone, that they might 
serve the Egyptians. How extraordinarily benevolent 
the Lord and Moses must have been to deliver them, 
when they did not want to be delivered! What ea- 
cceedin; great kindness ! 


* And the Lord said unto Moses, Wherefore eriest thou unto me ? speak 
unto the children of Israel. that they go forward ; But lift thou up thy rod, 
and stretch out thine hand over the sea, and dividest; and the children of 
Israel shall go on dry ground through the midst of the sea. And I, behold 
f, will harden the hearts of the Egyptians, and they shall foliow them.” 


Here the J.ord not only hardens the heart of Pha- 
raoh, but he hardens “ the hearts of the Egyptians’ — 
the whole nation, it appears. Whatever could be his 
object? And here, it appears, Moses is to make use 
of his conjuring rod again, to divide the sea. What- 


ever can be coming now ? 


“ And Moses stretched out his hand over the sea; and the Lord caused 
the sea to go back bya stromg east wind all that night ; and made the sea 
dry land and the waters were dtvided.”’ - (14th ch. and 21st v.) 


_ Now here is something worth while. This is some; 
thing like a performance. 


** And the children of Israel went into the midst of the sea upon the 
dry ground; and the waters were a wall unto them on their right hand, 
and on their left. And the tians pursued, and went in after then 
to the midst.of the sea, even all Pharaoh’s horses, his chariots, and his 
horsemen.’’ (22d and 23d verses. ) 

‘** And the Lord said unto Moses, Stretch out thine hand over the sea, 
‘that the waters may come again upon the Egyptians, upon their chariots, 
and upon their horsemen. d Moses stretched forth his hand over the 
sea, and the sea returned to his strength when the morning appeared ; and 
‘the Egyptians fled against it; and the Lord overthrew the Seah tians tn the 
midst of the sea, And the waters returned, and covered the chariots, and 
‘the horsemen, and all the hest of Pharaoh that came iuto the sea after 
them; THERE REMAINED NOT 8O MUCH AS ONE OF THEM. 
But the children of Israel walked upon dry land in the midst of the sea; 
_and the waters were a wall unto them on their right hand, and on their 
left.’” (26th, 27th, 28th, and 29th verses ) 


Here, then, we have the whole proceeding before 
us. Here we have the object and design of the Lord 
made clear and evident. The Lord hardened the 
hearts of Pharaoh and the Egyptians that they might 
follow the children of Israel into the red sea, and that. 
he might there drown them. There remained, says 
Moses, not so much as one of them. Now, ministers. 
of the gospel, are we really to believe that the Gover- 
nor of the Universe acted thus? Are we to believe that 
abeing, whom you say is infinite in mercy, acted with 
such barbarous and immeasurable cruelty? But it is 


useless to reason upon the matter—it is useless to ex. 


. 
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claim. The thing must be plain and palpable to all 
men. I declare at once that the man who can believe 
this tale, the man who can believe that the Deity, who 
. possesses infinite love and infinite mercy, would act 
in the manner here described by Moses, I declare that 
such a man must be either insane or idiotic. It is impos- 
sible that he can be otherwise. Only think of the Deity, 
by a certain influence which he exerted over them, 
_ drawing the Egyptians out of their native country, fore- 
ing them into the Red Sea, hundreds of thousands of them 
in number, and there deliberately drowning every soul 
of them. And for what? Why, as Moses says, that 
he might get his honour upon Pharaoh. Could any- 
thing be more monstrous? Could any thing be more 
revolting to the human understanding? Ye absurd 
men, what could the Deity want with honour ? What 
could a Being, omnipotent and eternal, want witha 
' paltry feeling like that ? a feeling too, as far as our 
knowledge extends, proceeding only from physical 
organization? Do you suppose that the Deity is some 
vain weak creature like yourselves ? some momentary 
mortal, existing but foraday? Besides, was it honour 
the Lord acquired in drowning hundreds of thousands 
of his creatures? Is it honourable to be cruel, vin- 
dictive, and unfeeling? Did, in short, the Lord ac- 
quire honour by forcing the Egyptians into the Red 
Sea and there drowning them? Away then with your 
_ blasphemous book called the Bible; away with that 
compound of absurdites and lies, disgraceful to man, 
and insulting to God, if anything can be insulting. 
Having, Reverend sirs, settled this matter, let me 
now proceed to the children of Israel. The children 
of Israel having crossed the Red Sea upon dry ground, 
Moses begins and sings them a song about what he 
calls the glorious triumph of the Lord, that is to say 
about the drowning of the Egyptians in the Red Sea. 
Now this was a precious triumph to sing about; the 
Lord drowning hundreds of thousands of his unof- 
fending creatures in the Red Sea; this was a precious 
triumph for Moses to exult and chuckle about, Moses 
must have been a hardened and unfeeling monster. I 
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wonder the children of Israel did not chastise him. for 
it ; he deserved it, if any body deserved it. In his 
song, as he calls it, he says :— 

The Lord is my strength and song, and he is become my salvation: 
he is my God, and I WILL PREPARE HIM AN MABIPATION,”’ 

Now whatever could Moses mean by talking about 
preparing the Lord an habitation. [will ‘prepare him 
an habitation says he. Surely the omnipotent power 
of the universe needs no habitation. He says also:— 

‘« Tam Lonp 19 « MAN OF WAR.” 


Now only think of that. The Deity is a “man of 
war.” Did Moses mean that the Ruler of the Uni- 
verse wasaship? Or did he mean that he was a man, 
a kind of warrior? What splendid ideas your Bible 
gives us of the Deity to be sure. He says in another 
part of his song, (such as it is) :— 

‘** And in the greatnese of thine exeellency thou hast overthrown them 
that rose up against thee.’” 

Now did ever any thing exceed this? Inthe great- 
ness of thine excellency, says he, thou hast overthrown 
them thatrose up agatnst thee. Now who rose up against 
the Lord? Did the fellow not tell us himself, that the 
Lord hardened the hearts of the Egyptians, that they 
might follow after the children of Teraet? What ris- 
ing up then was there? If there was any rising up, 
was it not the Lord that caused the rising? Did the 
lord not harden their hearts that they might rise? 
What then could Moses mean by talking about the 
Lord overthrowing them that rose up against him? 
What could he mean by perverting language in this 
manner? And it was thegreatness of thine excellency 
that overthrew them, was it? It was the greatness of 
the Lord’s excellency that forced hundreds of thou- 
sands of his creatures into the Red Sea, and there 
drowned them. This was the greatness of the Lord’s 
excellency, was it? It’s a pity Moses did not taste a 
little of the greatness of the Lord’s excellency. 


Moses having finished his song, he and the children 
of Israel now proceeded on their journey to the “land. 
flowing with milk and honey.” It appears in their 
progress. they, had to.encounter a. great number. of se- 


vere privations; sometimes they are without food: 
sometimes without water, and sometimes without both > 
and this gives occasion for a great, deal of murmuring, 
as Moses eallsit. At one time they are without water 
for three days, at least water such as they could drink; 
for it appears they could not “drink of the waters of 
Marah, because they were bitter.” What had occasioned 
their bitterness the Lord best knows; but this bitterness 
wasremoved byMoses casting into them a tree which the 
Lord pointed out to him for the purpose, and: the 
waters says Moses, became sweet. At another time 
they are without bread, and they murmur to such a 
degree that they exclaim to Moses and Aaron— 

** Would to God we had died by the hand of God in the land of pt; 
when we sat by the flesh pots ; and when we did cat bread to the full; for ye 
have provent us forth into this wilderness, to Mil thi¢ whole assembly with 
huager,’? Chap xvi. v. 3, 

Now was there ever-in this world suet. comical de- 
liverance from bondage as this? Here are actually 
Moses and the Lord delivering people from flesh pots 
and froma land where they eat bread to the full, 
and bringing them into wildernesses, and killing the 
whole assembly with hunger ; and Moses has the pre- © 
cious conscience to call this delivering people from bon- 
dage. Why if the children of Israel where in bon- 
dage, and had flesh pots, and did eat bread to the full,, 
what must be the state of the “children” of England, 
’ the “children,” in fact, of the British empire, as it is. 
called? Do they sit by flesh pots; or do they eat 
bread. to the full? Alas! “potatoes and salt, with 
occasionally a salt herring!” this was stated before a 
committee of the House of Commons to be the princi-. 
ple foad of the manufacturing population of the British 
empire. And were the children of Israel really in 
bondage while they sat by flesh pots, and while they 
eat bread to the full? If they were, whatever must 
be the condition of the people of England, Ireland, 
and Scotland, and especially Ireland? Instead of: 
Jresh pots, and instead of eating bread to the full, mil- 
lions of them are suffering miseries and privations be-. 
yond the power of pen or tongue to describe, they 
are literally pining off the earth from hunger and, 
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want. And did the Lord really “come down” out of 
heaven to deliver the children of Israel from bondage, 
while they sat by their flesh pots,and while they eat 
_ bread to the full, and can he remain up in heaven while 
we, instead of flesh pots can hardly get potatoe pots, 
and, instead of eating bread to the full, we are DYING 
FOR THE WANT OF BREAD? Can the Lord be soattentive 
and so sympathizing with the sufferings of one portion of 
* his people, and so careless and indifferent at the suf- 
ferings: of another portion? [f, in short, the Lord 
eame down out of heaven to deliver the children of 
Israel, when they needed no deliverance, why does he 
not come down now, and deliver us who need deliver- 
ance? Answer me these questions, ye expounders of 
a gospel. Clear up these strange proceedings of the 
rd. : 

To return, however, to the tale, the Lord, becoming 
acquainted with the murmurings of the children of 
Israel, occasioned by the want of bread, says unte 
Moses,—. 

** Behold, I will rain bread from heaven for you.’? Chap. xvi. v: 4. 


Now only think of am expression like this: the Lord 
will RAIN bread from heaven for them, You ministers 
ofthe gospel would have us believe, I suppose, that the 
Lord has-got bakers in heaven ; and that he has got 
barm and flour, and ovens, “and all that sort of thing.” 
What a sublime book your bible is te be suret What 
splendid ideas it excites in one’s mind! : 


‘The Lord, however, having rained bread from hea- 
ven, the children of Israel were enabled to, proceed on 
their journey.. They had not, however, gone far, before 
they again ran short of water, and they murmur 
against Moses for having brought them out of Egypt 
to kill them with thirst :— - ¥ 

** And Moses cried unto the Lord, saying, what shall I do unto this 
people? they be almost ready to stone me,’’ Chap. xvii. v. 4. ; 

The Lord then orders Moses to take his rod (his 
conjuring rod) and smite arock with it, and (jugglar 
like) water shall issue out of the rock. Having. per- 
formed this exploit, and having thus supplied the chil- 
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dren of Israel with water, Moses gives us a small ae 
count of a war which took place between these people 
and Amalek. Moses, it appears, went up to the top 
of a hill, and such were his powers over the combat- 
ants, that when he held up his hand Israel prevailed, 
and when he let down his band Antalek prevailed. 
After some more nonsense about Moses’ hands being 
heavy, and about him sitting upon a stone, Joshua, 
who wasa sort of commander-in-chief, of the children 
of Israel, “ diseomfitted Amalek and his peeple, with 
the edge of the sword.” The children of Israel being 
thus successful, ‘‘ Moses built an altar, and ealled the 
name of it Jehovah-nissi: for he said, because the Lord 
hath sworn that the LonD WILL HAVE WAR WITH AMa- 
LEK FROM GENERATION TO GENERATION.” (17th chap. 
and 15th and 16th verses.) Now this was a precious 
thing for the Lord tu sware. This was fine evidence 
of the boundless love of the Lord. Will Moses really 
tell us that the Deity swore this? will he tell us that 
a being of infinite love swore that he would have war 
with his creatures from generation to generation? 
Why, on the walls of Manchester at this very moment 
there are placards headed, “ PEACE! PEACE!” 
announcing that a public lecture will be given “ On 
the tnconsistency of all war with the spirit of Chris- 
Hanity, by the Rev. David Moses.” Now, “how can 
this be reconciled with that?” If war be contrary to 
the spirit of Christianity, as the Rev. David Moses 
here tells us it is, how can Moses of old tell us that war 
was indulged in by the Lord? But what absurd men 
ye ministers of the gospel are; and what a blasphe- 
mous man this Rev. David Moses must be! for if, as 
old Moses says, the Lord really did indulge in war, if 
he declared that he would have war with his creatures 
from generation to generation, why here is actually the 
Rev. David Moses declaring that the Lord was acting 
in a manner contrary to the spirit of Christianity! 
This is a néee piece of conduct for a minister of the gos- 
pel. But what zs this Rev. David Moses? Does he 
believe in the Bible? If he does, and if he believes, 
as he must do, that wars were engaged in by the Lord, 
and of course in accordance with infinite wisdom, how 
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can he presume to say that wars are inconsistent with 
the spirit of Christianity? Is Christianity not the 
work of the Lord? and are wars not the work of the 
Lord? Does old Moses not tell us they are? How 
then can these seperate works be contrary to each other, 
and both proceeding from infinite wisdom too? Can 
any of you reconcile this, ye ministers of the gospel ? 
you reconcile it, Mister Rev. David Moses ? 
The real fact is, this is another instance amongst the 
many, where human nature shows itself superior to 
the character given of the Christian God. All humane 
men must admit that wars are cruel, barbarous, and re- 
volting ; and it is only by reading such vile books as 
the Bible, or where individuals have been trained from 
infancy in the horrid practice, that human nature be- 
comes reconciled to a practice so savage and inhuman. 
In the case before us, although the Rev. David Moses 
may have read the Bible, the innate qualities of his na- 
ture have risen superior to it ; his internal powers have 
5 rare over, or neutralized the power of the 
Bible to do mischief, and-hence we find him, as I have. 
no-doubt he is, as far as moral character is concerned, 
humane and benevolent. What a reflection then is 
this upon the character of the Christian God! Al 
though a God of peace, although a God of love, al- 
though a God of mercy, and although infinite in all 
these qualities, here we find man, a poor, weak, de- 
feetive, and finite creature, exhibiting every one of 
these qualities in greater perfection than He! Here we 
find man condemning the practice of war, and the Lord 
supporting it; man declaring that war is inconsistent 
with the spirit of Christianity, and the Lord declaring that 
he will have war with his creatures from generation to 
generation ; here we find, in short, man with his finite 
mercy, more merciful than the Lord with his infinite 
mercy! Need weevidence more decided than this to con- 
viace us that the bible is a lying and blasphemous book ? 
Need we evidence more decided to convince us that 
the God it represents is a God of the imagination, and 
as distinct from the God of the universe, as insanity 
‘is'to wisdom, or as vice is to virtue ? , 
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To proceed with the tale, Moses, in the next chap+ 
ter, entertains us with an account of a visit which he 
received from Jethro, his father-in-law. In the 2d 
ehapter of Exodus and 19th verse, this father-in-law 
was called Reuel, but now he is called Jethro; but 
this, I suppose, can be easily expounded. After some 
other small matters the children of Israel arrive in the 
wilderness of Sinai. Here it appears the Lord ap- 

ed unto Moses im a thick cloud on Mount Sinai. 
e tale says— 7 


** And it came to on the third day, in the morning, that there were 
thanders and lightn , and a thick cloud upon the mount, and the voice 
oA the trumphet ding loud ; so that all the people that was in the camp 
@embled (19th ch. and 16th verse.) 


Now, what are we tq understand by ‘the voice of - 
the trumpet exceeding loud?” Was the Deity blow- 
ing a trumpet? Was he announcing his approach 
like an omnibus, or a stage coach? Is it not scan- 
dalous to talk of the Deity in such a manner ? 

*¢ And mount Sinai was altogether ena smoke because the Lord descended 
upon it in fire: and the smoke thereof ascended as the smoke of a furnace, 
amd the whole mount guaked greatly. (18th verse.) 

Now, from the description here given of Mount 
Sinai, who does not see that it exactly corresponds 
with that ef a volcano, or burning mountain? It was 
altogether on a smoke, and the smoke ascended as the 
smoke of a furnace, and it guaked greatly, and several 

er expressions Moses uses, exactly harmonizing 
with the descriptions given of volcanos. I do not, how- 
ever, say that it really wasa volcano, but were I dis- 
posed to believe anything in the matter, that is to say, 
were it worth a belief, I should say that this Mount 
Sinai was a volcano, and that it was here made use of 
by Moses in order to gull and frighten the people into 
obedience. In all ages of the world, and in all coun- 
tries of the world, the human race have been so irra- 
tionally trained, that they have always been under the 
away oftheir animal passions ; and as these would lead 
them into all kinds of excesses, if not checked or re- 
strained by some powerful stimulant, a variety of modes 
have been resorted to in order to effect this purpose. In 
the time of Noses, when heaven and hell were unknown, 
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that is to say, when the people had no idea of a 
state of future rewards and punishments, that is to 
say, before these places were discovered or invented, 
people used to be held in subjection by being told that 
the Lord appeared unto certain individuals and gave 
out certain commands which the people were to obey. 
Moses, for instance, being at the head of the children 
of Israel, persuaded them that the Lord appeared unto 
him on Mount Sinai, that “he descended upon it in — 
fire,” and that he gave him a code of laws which the 
children of Israel were to obey ; and in order that the 
trick or scheme might not be discovered, Moses was 
crafty enough to pretend that the Lord ordered him te 
charge the people not to approach the Mount lest they 
should be consumed. The children of Israel, no doubt, 
saw the mountain clearly enough, and they saw the fire 
and the smoke, but being at a distance, and not al- 
lowed to approach the mountain, and being unae- 
quainted with volcanos, they really believed what 
Moses told them. Moses’ craft seems to have been 
“exceeding great;” he tells them that the Lord said— 
“ There shall not a hand touch it, but he shall surely 
be stoned, or shot through ; whether it be beast or man, 
it shall not live” (19th ch, and 13th v.), which are very 
merciful expressions to issue from the mouth of the 
Lord. And again he says, “ Let not the priests and 
the people break through to come up unto the Lord, 
lest he break forth upon them,” which evidently shew 
that this was a volcano, and that this was a nec 
precaution on the part of Moses, in order that he might 
succeed in frightening the people into obedience, or in 
keeping them from the commission of acts injurious 
to each other. Of course Moses’ object was good; 
his desire to keep the people from sin was commend- 
able ; but this does not prove that the plan he adopted 
was a rational plan, or that it was an honest plan, or 
that it ought to be adopted by us; nor does it prove 
‘that the tale which he relates about the Lord ap- 
pearing here, and the Lord appearing there, and 
the Lord saying this, and the Lord saying that, 
were all matters of fact; or that they were divine 
inspirations; the fact, ye ministers of the gospel, 
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ef Moses’ object being - good, proves none of 
these things; it only proves that Moses, although an 
inspired writer, was an exceedingly ignorant man; 
that, being unacquainted with those principles which 
alone can guide mankind in the path of virtue and 
happiness, which principles are new being promul- 
gated to the woriu, he was obliged to resort to fraud 
and deception, in order to deter the children of Israel 
from the commission of acts of violence one towards 
another; he was obliged in short to commit siz him. 
self in order to deter other people from its:commmission; 
and however monstrous such a proceeding may be, this 
has been the conduct of all governing powers, from the 
period of man’s existence up to the present hour. I 
must again observe, however, that I by no means pretend 
that this is a correct view of Moses and bis tale; I only 
say that such a view appears highly probable to my 
mind, and were I disposed to believe any thing in the 
matter, I should believe that this tale originated in. the 
manner I have here described; but as to whether it be 
eorrect or incorrect, right or wrong, I care not a pin’s 
point. : 

In my next letter I shall examine the ten command- 
ments, which Moses pretends the Lord gave: him on 
Mount Sinai, and I shall show that although some of 
them may be called good, others are brutal in the ex- 
treme, ‘and that.so far from harmonizing with the at- 
tributes of that Being from whom Moses says they 
proceeded, they exactly correspond with the rude and 
brutal passions which at that time pervaded the minds. 
ef Moses and his dupes. Inthe mean time, 

I remain, most respeetfully, 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Newton Heath, Nov. 30, 1838. 


In consequence of this Letter extending further than 

I expected, I am unable to answer two or three ques- 
tions. TI shall, however, atiend.to them in my nent. 
Ad. 
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LETTER XI. 


TO THE 


CLERGY OF ALLDENOMINATIONS 
B= !2- S- eA 6 
BY C. J. HASLAM. 
PUPLISHED BY A. HEYWOOD, OLDHAM-STREET 
MANCHESTER. 


"PRICE ONE PENNY. ~~ 


Rev. Sirs, 


I stated at the conclusion of my last letter that 
I would examine the ten commandments, which Moses 
says the Lord gave him on the top of Mount Sinai. Of 
course I do not belive that the Lord gave Moses these 
commandments: I believe that Moses was a deep and 
crafty fellow, and that this was a mere trick of hic to 
gull the children of Israel. He was at the head of these 
“children,’’ and, being ignorant of the best means of 
governing people, he resorted to trick and deception 
in order to frighten them from the commission of acts 
which he considered sinfui. He pretended that the 
Lord appeared to him in different places, and gave out 
certain commands which the children of Israel were to 
obey. On Mount Sinai, for instance, he pretended 
that the Lord “descended in fire,’ and that he called 
him up tothe top of the Mount; which was all moon- 
shine, Mount Sinai being a volcano or burning moun- 
lain, and Moses, instead of going up to the top of it, 
would have gone off some where else, and when he re- 
lured he pretended that he had been conversing with 
the Lord on the top of the Mount. The fire and smoke 
which issued from the Mount, Moses pretended were 
the Tord, or rather the Lord was enveloped in these 
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and the children of Israel not only believed that their 
animal God could exist in such a state, but that Moses 
could exist their also. Moses would sometimes ab- 
sent bimself for weeks together, and when he returned 
he would pretend that he had been in company with 
the Lord all the time, and that he had given him cer- 
tain commands which he was to make known to the 
children of Israel; and in order to secure himeelf 
againet detection he used to say that above all other 
things the Lord ordered him to charge the people not 
to approach the Mount. At one time he told his 
simple dupes that if a hand should even touch the 
Mount ‘he chould surely be stoned or shot through; 
whether it be beast or man, it should not live.”” The 
children of Jearel where thus prevented from discover- 
ng what the mountain really was, and Moses went on 
for years, for anything | know, carrying on a system 
of trick and deception, which, for craft and cunning, 
never perhaps was equalled either before or since. Only 
think then of the gullibility of human nature; think of 
the children of Israel being thus duped and imposed 
upon by this plain and palpable cheat; and above all 
think of the millions of human beings, who, from that 
day to this, have lived and died sincere believers of all 
this rank and flagrant nonsense, | 

I shail now, Rev. sirs, proceed to examine one or 
two of the ten commandments which Moses pretended 
he received from the Lord, I stated in my last ‘etter 
that although some of these commandments might be 
called good, others, so far from harmonizing with the 
attributes of that Being from whom Moses says they 
proceeded, they exactly harmonized with the ignorant 
passions of Moses himself, or with the rude condition 
which human nature was at that tine in. Moses first 
tells us:—- | 

‘And the Lord spake all these words say.ng, Lain the Lord 


thy Gail, which bave brought thee out of the land of Egypt 
and out of the house of hondags.” (20th chap. Exodus, Ist and 


. ¥iv.) 


wuiv how can either Moges or the Lord pretend that 
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the children of Israel were brought out of the house of 
bondage ? Have not the children of Iérael, since they. 
left Egypt, repeatedly declured that they were better 
of in Egy pt than out of it? Have they not murmered 
as Moses calls it, and declared that Moses and Aaron 
were killing them with hunger? Have they not told 
Moses that In Egypt they sat by their flesh pots and 
eat bread to their full; whereas now they had neither 
bread nor water? Whata perversion of terms then 
to talk about having brought them out of the house of 
bondage? The first commandment is:— 

“Thou abalt have no other Gods before me," 

Now how many Gods were there, that the children of 
Terael needed this commandment? It there was only | 
one God there could be no occasion for it. Was there 
then a number of Gods? But I suppose they were 
home-made Gods the Lord meant. Did the people 
then prefer home-made Cods to real existing Gods? 
The. Lord must have been of great service to the chil- 
dren of Israel for them to neglect him in this manner. 
The next commandment is:— 

“Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image, or the 
likeness of any thing that is in the heaven above, or that isin 
the earth bencath, orthatisinthe waters under the earth ; 
Thou shalt not bow down to them, nor serve them; for J the 
Lord thy God am a jealous God, vistting the iniquity qf the 
Jathera upon the chtidren unto the third and fourth genera- 
tion of them that hate me, and shewtng mercy unio thous« 
anda af them that love me, and keep my commandments.” 

Now only think of the Lord declaring himself that _ 
he is a jealous God, and that he visits the iniquity of 
the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth 
generation of them that hate him. What can be more 
decisive evidence than this that Moses forged this com- 
mandment himselt? The feeling of jealousy can have 
no connection with a being or power such as God is 
understood to be : yealousy is-an animal feeling resu't- 
ing only from physica! organization, Moses very likely 
felt jealous now and than, and therefore he thought 
God was jealous, But is that any sort of reasoning? 
is that logic ? yet you will tell us Moses was an in- 


4 


apired writer. But what are we to think of the decla- 
tation, that the Lord will punish the children for the 
sins of their fathers. Throughout the whole catalogue 
of cruel and brutal acts, is there one so enormously 
cruel and brutal as this? Are not the laws of men 
even more merciful? Do the laws of England, for iri- 
%tdnce, punish the children for the crimes of their 
fathers? Do they even hold children responsible for 
the debts of their fathers ? How then ye ministers of 
thegospel, can Infinite Wisdom and Infinite Mercy do 
it? How can Infinite Mercy be more unmerciful than 
finité mercy? Clear up this absurdity ye preachers of 
ies and nonsense’ 7 

- But, thinisters of the gospel, do yé not tell us that 
the bible contains the best code of laws that wisdoni 
could devise ; how does it happen then that the laws of 
England are at variance with these laws ? Ifthe Lord’s 
laws are the best that wisdom could devise, why are 
they not adopted by the Parliament of the Brétish. 
Empire? Why do our Chrisiian Partiamént reject. 
them and enact laws.in oppozition to them? D6 ye 
not see, ye ministers of the gospel, the absurdity of your 
proceedings? Do ye not ee that ye are acting as if 
yé were all intoxicated? And how often do you tell 
ug to imitate the ways of the Lord? Are we then 
to make the children answerable for the debts of their 
fathers ? are we to punish the children for the crimes 
of their fathers? are we, in fact, to act in opposition 46 
thie laws of the land ? 

But, Rev. niinisters of the gospel, please to turn over 
the pages of your bible until ycv reach the 24th. chap. 
of Deuteronomy and 16th, verse. There you will find: 
these words:— 

“The fathers shall net be put to death for the children, 
neither shall the children be put to death for the fathers: 
every man shall be put to death for hés own sin” 

Now pray what can all this be about? what can be 
the meaning of this ? In the name of Solomon, do these 
two laws of the Lord not flatly contradict each other ? 
Doeg one not say that the children shall be’ punished 
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Yor the sins of their fathers, and does the other not say * 

“that they shall not be punished for the sins of their 
fathers ? Can you believe then that these two laws 
proceeded from the Deity? Can vou believe that the 
Deity ia the author of contradictions? How then can 
‘you pretend that the bible is the word of God. 

] shall now, Rev. sirs, pass on to the 32d, chap. of 
Exodus, and Ist. and 2d. verses. It is. useless wasting 
time over contradictions so glaring. 

. “And when the people sawthat Moses delayed. to come 
Qown out of the mount, they gathered themselves together 
nto Aaron and said unto him, Up, make us gods, which shall 
go hefore us; for as for this Moses, the man that brought us 
up out ef the Jand of Egypt, we wot not what has become of 
dim. And Aaron said unto them, Break off the golden ear- 
rings, which are in the ears of your wifes, of your sons, aud 
of your daughters, and bring them unto me.” 

Here it appears in consequence of Moses absenting 
himself longer than he ought to have done, the people 
-began to prefer home-made Gods to the God on the 
top of the Mount. Now this shews the great value af 
precepts or commands, Moses, a short time since, an- 
younced. to the children of Israel that the Lord de- 
clared to him on the Mount, that they should have 
none other Gods but him, yet in spite of this command 
here are the children of Israel acting in direct. opposi- 
tion to it. Does this not stew then the uselessness of 
precepts or commands? But how does it happen that 
Aaron began to actin this manner? Here he is ac- 
tually. turning round upon Moses and the Lord; here 
he is aiding the children of Israel in their rebellion. 
Was this for making him a God compared to Pharoah? 
He tells the children of Israel to break off théir golden 
earrings, and bring them unto him, and he will make a 
God for them. And Moses tells us that the children of 
Israel broke of their golden ear-rings, and after Aaron 
had made them into a calf; they. exclaimed, “These 
be thy Gods, O Israel, that brought thee up out of the 
land of Egypt,’ Supposing this to be true, what prime 
understandings the children of Israel must have had 
to suppose that a lump of metal could bring them out 
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of Egypt! While, however, this was going on the 
Lord on the top of the Mount said unto Moses (at 
last Moses says he did):— 

“Go, get thee down; for thy people, which thou bringest out of the land 
ot Egypt, have corrupted themselves.” (32d ch. 7th v.) 

If the people had corrupted themselves it was Moses 
fault. It was in consequence of his absence that they 
made the calf. The tale continues, and says:— 

* And the Lord said anto Moses [ nave seen this people, and, behold, t¢ fs 
@ stiffnecked people. Now, therefore, lat me alone, that my wrath may wax 
hot against them, and that I may consume them, and 1 will make of a 
great nation. (9th and 10th, verses,) 


Now could any thing be more ridiculous than this ? 
The Lord calls them a stiffmecked people because they 
were so bereft of understanding as to suppose that a 
lump of metal had brought them out of Egypt. And 
the Lord says to Moses “Let me alone that my wrath 
may wax hot, and that I may consume them.’ Could 

anything be more monstrous? Moses, however, in- 
stead of letting the Lord alone says to him:— _ 


‘Cand Moses besought the Lord his God» and said, Lord, why doth thy 
wrath wax hot against thy people. which thon hast broaght fourth out of 
the land of gypt, with great power, and with a mighty hand? Wherefore 
shouldthe gyptians speak, and say, For mischief did he bring them out, to 
slay thein in the mountains, and té eonsume them from the face of the 
earth 2? Turn from thy fierce wrath and repent of this evil against thy people.” 
(ilthand 12th verses,) 

‘*And thelord repénted of the evil which he thought to do unto his people 

(14th verse,”’} 


Now here is a pretty representation of the Almighty 
power of the universe; here is a pretty proceeding 
fora being omnipotent and infinite in wisdom. ” Turn 
from thy feree wrath, says Moses, and repent of this 
evil agaiast thy People;’’—“And the Lord repented 
of the evil which he thought to do unto his People,” 
The Lord. in consequence of the children of Israel 
making a calf of their earrings, and worshipping it in 
preference to himself, was bent upon consuming them, 
but: Moses although the Lord told him to let him alone 
that his wrath might wax hot, convinced him that it 
would be improper to consume them, seeing that the 
Egyptians would speak of it, and say, that he brought 
them out of Egypt to slay them in the mountains. 


i 


‘Could anything exhibit the Deity in a more ludicrous 
‘light? Could anything tend more to dishonour and 
blaspheme his character? Ministers of the jfeepel, 
have I not told you before that to ascribe the passion 
of wrath to the Deity is to declare at once that you 
are guilty of the grossest absurdity ? Does the first 
“article of your faith not declare that “God is a spirit 
and without body, parts, or PASSIONS? How? 
then, can you suppose, while beliving this, that God 
possesses the passion of wrath? How can you sup- 
pose that he told Mcses to let him alone that his wrath 
might wax hot? How can you, in short. act in a 
manner so stupid and so absurd? And he repented 
“Moses says, of the evtl which he thought to do unto 
his people. Now you know very well that a being of 
infinite wisdom could never have occasion to repent ; 
you know that such a being would see beforehand 
every event that would happen, and therefore for him 
to repent would be to declare that he could not see 
when he could see, which is the very essence of ab- 
surdity. The act of repenting, Rev. sirs, proceeds 
from defective knowledge, and unless you suppose the 
Deity is defective ia knowledge. you cannot possibly 
suppose that ever he repents. : 


I now come, Rev. sirs, to a proceeding, which, for 
savage cruelty on the part of Moses and the Lord. 
surpasses every thing perhaps that 1 have yet noticed, 
Moses, when he came down from the Mount (as he 
pretends) brought with hun what he calls two tables of 
testimony, which he says were written ou both sides 
by the hand of the Lord; and although he had just 
been remonstrating with the Lord for the passion he 
fell into about the children of Israel worpshipping their 
home-made God, he himself, as soou as he beheld this 
God, fell into such a passion that he cast the tables of 
testimony out of his hands, and broke them in picces. 
He then seized the calf, and, he says, he burnt itin the 
fire; which by the bye, would be impossible, ifit was gold 
for fire or heat has no otheraction upon gold than merely 
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fusing it; ithas no power of what ig called vapowy- 
izing or oxydizing it-—at least to any degree; and I 
imagine Moses knew very little about the heat result- 
ang from a galvanic discharge, or from the combustion 
of a mixture of oxygen and hydrogen gases. After 
this he says he ground it to powder, (which is another 
doubtfel performance) and after strewing # upon the 
-water, he made the children of Israel drwk of it, which, 
I suppose, was a sort of punishaent upen them. 
water, however, would not, be the least affected by it, 
for gold unless it. be dissolved by a particular kind of 
compound acid, when thrown into water, would sink 
to the bottom ; and I imagine Moses was very little 
acquainted with the nitro-muriatic acid. Not con- 
tent however, with making the children of Israel 
swallow their God, as he thought, by drinking the 
water, he must inflict upon them some other kind of 
punishment His anger had waxed too hot to be 
sutisfied with this, (for he tells us himself that his 
anger waxed hot) he therefore tells us; 

_” Then Moses stood in the gate’of the camp, and said, Whe is on the kerd‘s 
aide ?1>¢himeome ynte me. And a)l the sons of Levi guthered themselves 
uuto him. And he said untothem, Thus saith the Lord God of Israel, 
Put every man hie sword by his side, and goin and out trom gate to gate 
throughout the camp, and slay every man hisbrother, and every mun _ his 

companion, and e®ery man his nei heat And the children of Levi did 


-aecording to the-wrors, of Moses: saa here fell of the people that day about 
THREE THOUSAND MEN,” 


Here then is a slaughter committed upon the chil- 
dren of Israel as brutal and as barbarous as any the 
human mind can conceive, and that too, according to 
Moses, by the express command of God. And what 

* was this slaughter for? Why, because the children of 
Israel preferred a home-made God to a God which 
Moses said was on the top of the Mount, and which 
they knew nothing of. And is this the way in which 
the Lord delivers the children of Israel from their 
bondage? Is this conducting them to a land flowing 
with milk and honey ? Is this relieving them from 
their sufferings ? Ministers of the gospel, where is the 
Junit to your absurdities? But this is not all—_ 


For Méses had ssid, Cansecrate gous ertore today to the Lord, even 
every man spon hts son, und upon his brother ; lhut he may bestow opon you 
P Massing ie day” ; 


W hat, ye ministers of the gospel, can be the mean- 
ing of this? Did ever an idea enter the human mind 
more horrid and revolting ? Here Moses actually tells 
the people to murder and slaughter their sons and 
their brothers, that the Lord may bestow upon them a 
blessing! Could anything be more inconceivably 
monstrous ? Consecrate, says he, yourselves to day 
to the Lord, even every man upon his son and upon 
his brother, which if it has any meaning at all, means, 
devote yourselves this day to the service ot the Lord, 
and let every man slaughter his son and his brother, 
and (what makes the thing more revolting) for doing 
this the Lord will bestow upon you a blessing. Was 
there ever in this world a doctrine recognized by man 
more horrid and infamous? Yet this is the sacred 
‘word af God; this is the beok which contains a code. 
of ethics more pure and perfect than any book extant ; 
this is a book of divine inspiration ; this, is in short is 
‘God's holy word. 


If there is one thing in this world more astonishing 
than another, it is that so large a portion of the human 
race should have remained, for so many ages, in such 
utter and profound darRness with regard to this book 
called the bible. Although it is a book abounding with 
doctrines the most infamous that the human mind can 
conceive, and although it contains blasphemies against 
the Almighty too frightful to transcribe, it has been 
regarded by millions of the human race as a book, in - 
point of vdlue, superior to that of any book extant: 
and although, as a natural consequence, it has been the 
source of wars, murders, and massacres amongst the 
human race, still there are men in the world wickea 
enough to pretend that it is a book worthy of our 
esteem, and, more unaccountable still, that a belief in 
its tales is eaxential to our happiness in another world: 
But let us proceed with the tale— 


"And itcame to pass on the morrow, that Moses sald unto 
the people, Ye have sinned a great sin : and now I will go 
up unto the Lord; peradventure J shali make an attone= 
ment for your sin.” (30th verse.) a8 

Here Morea firet siauglters about three thousand 
men for worshipping a metal calf, and then he talks 
about going up to the Lord to make an attonement 
for their sin,—that is to say, of forgiving them after he 
bas slain them. Yet “the man Moses was very meek 
above all the men which were upon the face of the 
earth!’ This, | suppore, was a specimen of his 
meckness, 

"And Mores returned unto the Cord, and said. Ob, this 
people have sinned a great sin, and have made them Gods of 

old, Yet wow, ifthou wilt foreive their sins and ff not 

vt me I pray thee out of the buok which theu hast wrett. 
ten. Aud the Lord said unto Moses, HW Aosacver hath ain: 
ned against me, hin I wll blot out af my 600%." S8lst 38nd 
and 33rd verses, ; a 

Now, in the firat place “what great sin” had they 
sinned, as Moses calls it? What harm or mischief 
could arise from worshipping a lump of metal? And, 
in the next place, if Moses was co very anxious for the 
Lord to forgive them their ‘“yreat sin,” why did he 
not forgive them himself? Why did he slaughter 
about three thousand of them ? But what can he mean 
by “blot me, I pray thee out of thy book which thou 
hast written?" Does Mores pretend that the Lord 
keeps a book likea clerk in a warehouse? The Lord 
however, was too mercifu/ to forgive them their ‘great 
ein,’ for he says, “Whosoever hath sinned against me, 
him will I blot out of my book,” which means, J'U 
Fo: very sorry to forgive them.” The slaughter of 
about three thousand men might have satisfied Moses 
mercy, but the Lord's merey being infinite, requires 
something more. Accordingly in the next verse but 
one we are fold— a 
_ "and the Lerd plagwed the people because (hey made the 
val whith Aaron made, 

That iz to say, the Lord sent a plague amongst the 


people because they made the calf which Aaron made; . 


whicb, besides exemplifying the exceeding mercy of 


me Le 


the Lord, contains a palpable grammatical absurdity 
for if the children of Israel made the calf, how could 
Aaron make it? 

In my next letter, Rev. sirs, 1 hope to conclude my 
examination of this account of the deliverance of the 
children of Israel from their bondage in Egypt. I have 
dwelt upon the tale a great deal longer than I intended, 
but finding it so very absurd, meeting with trash and 
nonsense at every step, and finding it upon the whole, 
& thousand times more absurd than I had any idea of, 
I have been obliged to lengthen it as I have done. In 
my next letter, however, we shall see the children of 
Israel arrive in the promised land; we shall see them 
taking up their abode in the land flowing with milk 
and honey, the place to which the Lord, in his infinite 
goodness, had promised to bring them. By the bye, 
Rev. girs, as I shall have to state the precise number 
of these people, who, after leaving Egpt, arrive at this 
blessed spot, 1 shall be greatly obliged to any of you 
who will furnish me with this number by the publi- 
cation of my next letter. Of course Moses gives the 
number at the conclusion of the tale, but as 1 am not 
a professional expounder of the gospel, | may possibly 
make a mistake, or misunderstand him; and as the 
Lord, when he appeared to Moses in the burning 
bush, stated distinctly that he had “ come down to 
deliver them (the children of Israel) out of the land of 
the Egyptians, and to bring them up out of that land 
unto a good land and a large, unto 4 land flowing with 
milk and honey,’ it will be interesting to know whether 
the Lord fulfilled his promise. You will therefore, 
Rev. sirs, be kind enough to inform me, How many of 
those of the children of Israel who left Egypt, arrived in 
the land flowing with milk and honey? 


I remain, most respectf ally, 


.C J. HASLAM. 
Newton Heath, Dee. 25, 1838, | 


TO CORRESPONDENTS. 


Some time since a reader of my letters, inthe neighbour 
hood of Halifax, in Yorkshire, addressed aletter to me re- 
questing that I answer him two questions, which are as follows 


Ist. “If God when he made man, gave him a spirit or soul ? 
and ifhe did, was it the spirit or the body which was after 
his image ?” 

2d. ‘Vo you believe in a fature state of panishment oF 
reward?” 

Now tothe first question, which 1s a sort of double one, I 
have to inform my correspondent that it would be presump+ 
tion in me to state either that God gave man a soul, or that 
he did net give him a soul. [I know nothing about what 
the words spirit and soul meas. Human beings, at theirbirth, 
possess a certain organization of brain, and it is according to 
the quality of this organization, and also according to the 
cultivation it shall receive, as to what sort of a mind each 
buman being shalt possess. Afind is an emanation of organ- 
ization acting upon external objects; it proceeds from and 
owes its birth to material organization. If, then, my corres- 
pondent mean mind when he talks of spirit or soul, then 
I reply that God did net give to inav, when be made him, 
a spirtt or soul. He gave him organization and nothing 
more. To the other part of the question ‘‘was it the spirit or 
the body which was after his image ?” I beg to inform my 
correspondent that snch talk is exceeding nonsense. God) 
they say, is a spirit, and omnipresent, and therefore to talk 
about “Ais Gnage” isto jmake oneself ridiculous. How 
can that which is omnipresent or every where have an 
image? Nothing but matter can have an image, and spirit, 
they say, is not matter ; spirit, they tellus, is the opposite 
of matter; accordingly, as matter is something, and the 
opposite of something nothing, spirit, according to theif 
ewn logic must be nothing, and hence God is nothing ; I 
bowever believe differently. 

To the other question “Do you believe in a fature state 
of punishment or reward?” 1 answer that J do not. f 
believe that every human being that comes into existence, 
whatever may be his character at any periad of his exie- 
tance, as had that character forced upon him, independently 
of any; wish or will of his own ; that according tothe organ- 
igation and the particular circumstances which shal! > 
it, so will be the character. This being the case, to believe 
that God would reward or punish a man for any particular 
ebaracter that he might possess, 1s to believe that God is 
both jrrational and unjust, and this in my opinion is bias» 
pbemy, if any thing can he blasphemy. 
76 ae C. J.B, 
a BEY WOOD, PRINTER, 0, OLDHAMSTREET, MANCHESTBA: 
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REV. SIRS, 


Passing over the nonsense about the Lord coming 
down in a “ cloudy pillar,” and about his talking to Mo- 
ses ‘face to face, as a man speaketh unto his friend,” 
although the Lord says, “there shall no man see me and 
live; and passing over also the indecent nonsense about 
Moses seeing the Lord’s “ back parts,” I come to Exodus, 
ch. XXXIV. vs. 6, 7, as follows :— 


“ And the Lord passed by before him, and proclaimed, 
the Lord, the Lord God, merciful and gracious, long suf- 
fering, and abundant in goodness and truth, 

“ Keeping mercy for thousands, forging iniquity and 
transgression and sin, and that will by no means clear the 
guilty, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children 
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and upon the children's children, unto the third and to the 
fourth generation. 


Now, letting alone the consideration ofsthe Lord here 
sounding his own trumpet, as the saying is, what is there 
in this passage but a mass of falsehood and absurdity P 
The Lord says he is merciful and gracious. Was it in 
forcing the Egyptians to do wrong, and then punishing 
them for it? Was it in forcing them into the Red Sea, 
and there deliberately drowning them ? Was it in smiting 
the firstborn of the Egyptians, and as Moses says, “not 
leaving a house where there was not one dead?” Wasit 
in refusing, although Moses with his finite mercy had re- 
quested him, to forgive the children of Israel the “ great 
sin” of worshipping a metal calf, although Moses too had 
slain about three thousand of them for itP Were these 
the instances in which the Lord manifested his merciful- 
ness and graciousness? Where then are they? And 
the Lord says, he is abundant in goodness and truth. 
Was it in promising the children of Israel, that he would 
take them to a land flowing with milk and honey, and 
then refusing to take them? Was is in enticing them 
out of Egypt, where they sat by flesh pots, and where they 
eat bread to the full, and having brought them into wild 
and barren deserts, leaving them exposed to famine, pes- - 
tilenc’: and death P Were these manifestations of being 
abunuant in goodness and truthP And what can the 
Lord mean by ‘‘ keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving 
iniquity, transgression and sin, and that will by no means 
clear the guilty P”” What can the Lord mean by this? 
Is it not manifest, that if the Lord will by no means clear 
the guilty, he is prevented from forgiving iniquity, trans- 
gression and sin? If, for instance, any of you should be 

guilty of a certain iniquity, transgression, or sin, and if 
the Lord will by no means clear your guilt, how can he 
forgive your iniquity, transgression andsinP And what 
are we to think of the Lord “visiting the iniquity of the 
fathers upon the children, and upon the children’s chil- 
dren, unto the third and to the fourth generation?” Is 
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this a manifestation of keeping mercy for thousands? Is 
this being abundant in goodness? What! are children 
to be punished for the crimes of their fathers; and that 
too, to the third and fourth generation ? Is there a nation 
in the world, however savage, whose practices afford an 
example of such injustice ? And will Moses pretend, and 
will you pretend, that such a practice is evidence of keep- 
ing pane | for thousands, and of being abundant in good- 
ness ? Away then with that lying book the Bible ; make 
a “burnt offering” of it to that imaginary being repre- 
sented within its pages, for a being more brutal and bar- 
barous, and more opposite in qualities to the God of the 
universe, it is hardly possible to conceive. 


I shall now proceed to the book of Numbers. After 
the children of Israel had done listening to the stupid 
laws propounded to them by Moses, which he told them 
he had received from the Lord, they proceed on their 
journey towards the land flowing with milk and honey. 
Although the Lord had declared that he would go no fur- 
ther with them, Moses got him persuaded at last to 
change his mind, and although the Lord is immutable, 
he nevertheless, and notwithstanding his declaration to 
the contrary, continued to go before them, “in a pillar of 
the cloud by day, and in a pillar of fire by night.” They 
then arrive in the wilderness of Paran ; and here it ap- 
pears the Lord makes manifest more instances of his ex- - 
treme mercy, and abundant goodness. The children of 
Israel being without food, and most likely fatigued and 
exhausted with their journey, complain to Moses of their 
wretched condition ; and what is the consequence P Does 
the Lord, with his infinite goodness and infinite power, 
comfort them, and provide them with those things neces- 
sary for their distressed condition? Alas! the very op- 
posite. Here it, ye Jews and Chnistians :— | 


‘“‘ And when the people complaied, it displeased the 
Lord: and the Lord heard it; and his anger was kindled ; 
and the fire of the Lord burnt among them, and consumed 


4 


them that were in the uttermost pe of the camp.” Num- 
bers, ch. XI. v. 1. 


Is this a manifestation of sean goodness? Is 
this keeping mercy for thousands ? You infatuated mor- 
tals, what has become of your understandingsP After 
this display of cruelty on the part of the Lord, the chil- 
dren of Israe], or rather those whom the Lord in his in- 
finite mercy left unconsumed, again lament that ever they 


left Egypt. 


“We remember (say they) the fish which we did eat 
in Egypt freely; the cucumbers, and the melons, and the 
leeks, and the onions, and the garlick : 

« But now our soul is dried away: there is nothing at 
all, beside this manna, before our eyes.” ch. XI. vs. 5, 6. 


Yet, notwithstanding this, Moses and the Lord pretend 
that they were delivering these people from bondage. 
They entice the children of Israel out of Egypt, where 
they enjoyed an abundance of every thing, and having 
brought them into a barren wilderness, where thousands 
of them die of famine and disease, because they complain 
of their wretched condition, the Lord’s anger is kindled, 
and he consumes them with his fire, and this is called de- 
livering people from bondage ! 


In consequence, however, of the loud complaints of the 
children of Israel, the Lord, who seems to be ina great 
passion, commands Moses to say to them :— 


“Ye shall not eat one day, nor two days, nor five 
days, neither ten days, nor twenty days ; 

“‘ But even a whole month, until it come out at your 
nostrils, and it be loathsome unto you: because that ye 
have despised the Lord which is among you, and have 
wept before him, saying, Why came we forth out of 
Egypt.” ch. XI. vs. 19, 20. 


Here, because the children of Israel were starving to 
death of hunger, and because they complained of it, they 
were to be stuffed with food until it came out at their nos- 
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trils! Could any thing be more monstrous P The Lord 
however, although immutable, again changes his mind, 
for instead of feeding the children of Israel until it came 
out at their nostrils, Moses tells us :— 


“ And while the flesh was yet between their teeth, 
ere wt was chewed, the wrath of the Lord was kindled 
against the people, and the Lord smote the people with 
a very great plague.” ch. XI. v. 33. ; 


Is this evidence, I again ask, of infinite mercy, and 
abundant goodness? Is this keeping mercy for thou- 
sands ? Need I waste my time any longer over this ab- 
surd book? Have I not said enough to convince you, 
that it is a book of lies and absurdities; and that the God 
it represents, is a God of the imagination, differing as 
widely from the God of the universe as falsehood differs 
from truth, or vice from virtue? | 


Before 1 proceed to the conclusion of the tale, let me 
just notice another instance or two of the Lord’s abun- 
dant goodness. The children of Israel, since they left 
Egypt, having met with nothing but disappointments, and 
having been subject to all the wrongs and cruelties that 
Moses and the Lord could inflict upon them, and seeing 
no hopes of all the high promises, with which they were 
enticed out of Egypt, ever being realized, several of them 
rise up against Moses, and seem determined to avenge 
themselves for all the wrongs they had suffered. To put 
2 stop, however, to this proceeding, the Lord, instead of 
delivering these people into a land flowing with milk and 
honey, as he had promised, causes the earth to open her 
mouth and swallow them up; and Moses says :— 


“They, and all that appertained to them, went down 
alive into the pit, and the earth closed upon them: and 
they perished from among the congregation.” ch. XVI. 
verse 3. 

And yet the Lord is abundant in goodnees! After 
this cruelty on the part of the Lord, the remainder of the 
ehildren of Israel, sympathising for their brethren who 
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just had perished, “murmur against Moses and against 
Aaron, saying, ye have killed the people of the Lord.’’ 
The Lord then says to Moses :— 


“Get you up from among this congregation, that Z 
may consume them as in a moment.” ch. XVI. v. 45. 


Yet the Lord is merciful and gracious! Accordingly 
the Lord sends a plague amongst the children of Israel ; 
and Moses says :— 


“Now, they that died in the plague were fourteen 
thousand and seven hundred, beside them that died about 
the matter of Korah.” ch. XVI. v. 49 


Here is delivering people from bondage! Here is 
conducting them to.a land flowing with milk and honey! 
But this is not all; Moses tells us :— 


‘¢ And the people spake against God, and against Mo- 
ses, Wherefore have ye brought us up out of Egypt to 
die in the wilderness? for there ts no bread, netther zs 
there any water, and our soul loatheth this light bread.” 
ch. xxi. v. 5. 


Now what is the consequence? Does the Lord, see- 
ing the distressed condition of these people, provide them 
with bread and with waterP Alas! hear it, ye men of 
absurdity. Moses says :— 


“ And the Lord sent fiery serpents among the people, 
and they bit the people; and much people of Israel died.” 


ch. xxi. v. 6. 


And yet the Lord is abundant in goodness! Need I 
proceed a single step further? At last then the children 
of Israel arrive at the promised land. And after all what 
is this promised land? What is this land flowing with 
milk and honey, about which Moses and the Lord have 
. talked so much? Why it is a land already inhabited. 
It is a land which they have to invade, and which they 
have to take possession of by force, and that too, at the 
_ expense of the lives of thousands of its inhabitants. And 
ig this a manifestation of abundant goodness? Was it 
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abundant goodness in the Lord to dispossess these people 
of their rightful property ; to plunder them of it, and give 
it to the children of Israel? Would it, in short, be abun- 
dant goodness if the Emperor of Russia were to invade 
England, and in order that he might have full possession 
of the soil, to slaughter nearly the whole of its inhabi- 
tants ? : 


But the most singular part of this tale is, the particular 
number of those of the children of Israel who left Egypt, 
who arrive in this land of promise. The Lord, when he 
appeared to Moses out of the burning bush, expressly de- 
clared, that he had come down to deliver the children of 
Israel from their bondage in Egypt, and to take them to 
_ a land flowing with milk and honey. Did the Lord then 
perform his promise? Did he take these people to a land 
flowing with milk and honey? Talk about the Lord’s 
faithfulness, and about his being abundant in goodness 
and ¢ruth/ the entire number, according to Moses, who 
reach the land of promise, is enormous two! The whole 
of the others had been slaughtered and destroyed on their 
journey. 

And now, Rev. Sirs, having reached the end of the nar- 
rative, let me ask you all, can you possibly believe that 
the God represented in these proceedings, is identical 
with that power which gives life and energy to the uni- 
verse P Is the God of the universe not infinite in justice P 
Is the God of the Bible infinite in justice? Was it infi- 
nite in justice to torture Pharaoh and the Egyptians with 
all manner of cruelties? Was it infinite in justice to 
harden their hearts that they might do wrong, and then to 
punish them for itP Was it infinite in justice to take the 
children of Israel into a barren wilderness, under the pre- 
tence of delivering them from bondage, and because they 
murmured for the want of food, to slaughter them by 
thousands? Was it infinite in justice to dispossess thou- 
sands of people of their rightful property, and to slaughter 

them in order that the children of Israel might possess 
itP Was it, in short, infinite in justice to punish the- 
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children for the crimes of their fathers, and that too to the 
third and fourth generation? Is the God of the universe 
not immutableP Is the God of the. Bible immutable P 
Is he not repenting and changing his mind continually ? 
Is the God of the universe not infinite in wisdom? Is 
the God of the Bible infinite in wisdom? Is he not blun- 
dering continually, in relation both to the moral and phy- 
sical sciences? To close the catalogue, for it is infinite, 
is the God of the universe not a spirit, “ without body, 
parts or passionsP”” Is the God of the Bible a spirit, 
without body, parts, or passions? Did Moses not talk to 
the Lord “ face to face, as a man speaketh unto his 
friend ;”’ and did he not see the Lord's “ back parts ?” 
And as to passions, i#&he God of the Bible not continu- 
ally in a passion? Did he not say to Moses “ Let me 
alone that my wrath may wax hot; ” and did Moses not 
say to him “ Turn from thy fierce wrath, and repent of 
this evil against thy people ;’’ and did the Lord not “ re- 
pent of the evil which he thought to do unto his people? ”’ 
How then, in the name of rationality, can you pretend 
that the God of the universe, and the God of the Bible 
are one and the same P_ Does it not then become you to 
renounce this absurd book; to declare to your deluded 
hearers that the book is a fiction, and that to ascribe it to 
the God of the universe, is to dishonour and blaspheme 
his character P 

Another attribute which we ascribe to the God of the 
universe is, that he is omnipotent, or infinite in power. 
Is the God of the Bible infinite in power? Take the 
following passage :— 

“¢ And the Lord was with Judah; and he drave out the 
inhabitants of the mountain; but could not drive out the 
inhabitants of the valley, because they had chariots of 
iron.” Judges, ch. I. v. 19. 

He could not, says the inspired writer. Is it not evi- 
dent then that the God of the Bible is not infinite in 
power? And will you after this talk about there being 
nothing impossible to God? Will you exclaim to your 
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congregations that God's power is infinite, while God’s 
holy word itself gives the lie to your assertion P And 
with regard to the character given of the Deity in a mo- 
ral point of view, in this book of Judges, it is of the same 
horrid and brutal discription which characterizes the other 
books that I have noticed. Murder and rapine are the 
most prominent features, with the most wanton slaughters 
of the human race that barbarity could perpetrate. Asa 
specimen of this description of character, I need only 
quote the following :— 


‘‘But when the children of Israel cried unto the Lord, 
the Lord raised them up a deliverer, Ehud the son of Gera, 
a Benjamite, a man left-handed : and by him the children 
of Israel sent a present unto Eglon the king of Moab. 

‘‘ But Ehud made him a dagger which had two edges, 
of a cubit length; and he did gird it under his raiment 
upon his right thigh. 

“And he brought the present unto Eglon king of 
Moab : and Eglon was a very fat man. 

‘¢ And when he had made an end to offer the present, 
he sent away the people that bare the present. 

“‘ But he himself turned again from the quarries that 
were by Gilgal, and said, I have a secret errand unto 
thee, O king : who said, Keep silence. And all that stood 
by him went out from him. 

“ And Ehud came unto him; and he was sitting in @ 
summer parlour, which he had for himself alone. And 
Ehud said, I have a message from God unto thee. And 
he arose out of his seat. 

“ And Ehud put forth his left hand, and took the dag- 
ger from his right thigh, and thrust t into his belly: 

‘¢ And the haft also wentin after the blade; and the 
fat closed upon the blade, so that he could not draw the 
dagger out of his belly; and the dirt came out.” Judges, 
ch. III. vs. 15-22. 


Ehud then made his escape, and having announced to 
the children of Israel what he had done ; having informed 
them that the Lord had delivered their enemies into their 
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hands, the work of slaughter commenced. Moses says :— 


“‘ And they slew of Moab at that time about fen thou- 
sand men, all lusty, and all men of valour; and there 
escaped nota man.” Judges, ch. Ill. v. 29. | 

We have first to consider that previous to the children 
of Israel crying out for a deliverer, the Lord had sold 
them first to one nation and then to another, and this for 
the purpose of punishing them ; and these several nations, 
at the instigation of the Lord, plundered, and oppressed, 
and smote the children of Israel. This very nation for 
instance the Moabites, the Lord delivered the children of 
Israel into their hands, and he even strengthened Eglon 
their king, (the very king mentioned above as being sa- 
vagely murdered by Ehud) in order that he might oppress 
and slaughter them. So that the Lord first incites Eglon 
kind of Moab, to oppress and slaughter the children of 
Israel, and when the children of Israel cry aloud for a 
deliverer, the Lord delivers them in the manner above 

described, by murdering Eglon for the very thing which 
the Lord had induced him to do. Can we suppose for a 
moment that the God of the universe would act in such a 
manner? Is such conduct not directly opposed to every 
attribute we ascribe to himP But if the Lord strength- 
ened Eglon, aud thus caused him to oppress the children 
of Israel, because they had done evil in the sight of the 
. Lord; why could the Lord not have strengthened the 
children of Israel in such a manner that they would have 
abstained from this evilP Would it not be better to pre- 
vent the commission of crime, than to punish it after it is 
committed P And ifthe Lord had power to cause Eglon 
and the Moabites to act in a certain manner, why could 
he not have caused the children of Israel to act in a cer- 
tain manner alsoP Why could he not have caused 
them to abstain from the evil, and thus there would 
have been no necessity either of punishing them, or 
of murdering Eglon, and ten thousand of his men? 
Would it not have been much more wise, much more 
merciful, and much more benevolent in the Lord to 
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have acted in this manner? But very likely you will 
say that this would have interfered with the free-will 
of the children of Israel. Pray was it not interfering 
with the free-will of Eglon and the Moabites? Did 
the Lord not strengthen them, and cause them to op- 
press the children of Israel? And does the Lord not 
very often interfere with the free-will of people? Did 
he not interfere with the free-will of Pharaoh and the 
Egyptiens? Did he not harden Pharaoh’s heart many 
a time? And to meet the case before us, what does 
Jeremiah tell us about the Lord’s doings in this re- 
spect P Look at ch. XXIV. v. 7, and you will find 
the following words :— 


“ And I will give them an heart to know me, that 
I am the Lord.” 

‘And again, ch. XXXII. v. 39 :— 

“And I will give them one heart, and one way, 
that they may fear me for ever.” 

And again verse 40 :—. 

“ But I will put my fear in their hearts, that they 
shall not depart from me.” 


Is there no interfering’ with the free-will of people 
here? Does the Lord not declare that he will give 
them a heart that they may know that he is the Lord; 
and a way that they may fear him for everP Why 
then not do this with the children of Israel? Was it 
more wise, just, and benevolent, first to allow the chil- 
dren of Israel to do wrong, then, in order to punish 
them for it, to raise up king Eglon and the Moabites 
to oppress and plunder them, and then because king 
Eglon and the Moabites oppressed and plundered them, 
first to brutally murder king Eglon, and then to slaugh- 
ter ten thousand of his people? Was it, I ask, more 
wise, just, and benevolent for the Lord to adopt this 
proceeding, than adopt the former ? 


And, Rev. Sirs, you pretend to be servants of the 
Lord; you have been preaching and praying for nearly 
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two thousand years, in order to convince people of the 
truth of certain doctrines, and to infuse into people’s 
minds something you call the fear of the Lord. Now 
you simple men, do you not see that if the Lord desired 
that all men. should believe in these doctrines, and 
that they should entertain that fear towards him which 
you speak of, do you not see that he could accomplish 
his purpose in a minute? Do you not see that he 
could give them a heart to know him, and one 
way to fear him for ever? Why then pretend that 
he requires your contemptible aid? Do you suppose 
that a being omnipotent, having a certain piece of work 
to perform, would commission feeble mortals like you to 
perform it for himP Do you suppose that a being 
énfinite in power, having a certain object to accomplish, 
would employ beings finite in power to accomplish it 
for him? What ridiculous presumption then, to pre- 
tend that you are the servants of the Lord! 


I am, &c. 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Newton Heath, January 31st, 1839. 


Re-printed with Emendations, February 20th, 1841: 
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PRICE ONE PENNY. 





Rev. Sirs, — 


Some weeks back | had put into my hands 
a small work entitled, “‘ Instructions for the use of 
the CHILDREN of the Stockport SunpDAy SCHOOL.” 
This Sunday School, I understand, does not belong to 
any particular sect or party, it belongs to the whole 
body of Christians. It is patronised and supported, 
I am told, by both clergy and laity of all denominations, 
I therefore take this production as the production of 
you, sirs, to whom I am addressing these Letters. 
- You are the clergy of all denominations, and as you 
render support to this particular schvol, 1 have a 
right to presume that the doctrines taught therein, 
are doctrines recognized and approved of by you. 

{t is not my object, Rev. sirs, to attack the purpose 
or object of Sunday Schools, so far as they tend to 
improve the moral and mental condition of those for 
whom they are established, but I condemn, in language 
the strongest that I can command, the instilling into 
the minds of youth, doctrines such as those contained 
in the publication before me. 

The object of Sunday Schools, and all other Schools, 
ought to be the dissemination of useful knowledge ; 
knowledge having a tendency to promote the virtue 


“6 pf 
: sau oN 


rays’ ae ors Kou on, 3 
ne \ 
(“29% 5 TF 


2 


_ and happiness of the people, but I contend that the 
matter contained in this publication, so far from hav- 
ing this tendency, has a tendency the very opposite. 
In the first place it tends to fill the youthful mind 
with error and absurdity, and to pervert it in such a 
manner that ever afterwards, however rationally the 
individual may be treated, he can never be wholly 
freed from the influences of early prejudices, and thus, 
as the saying is, the human mind is blasted in the bud. 
And in the second place, its object is to induce people 
to submit to things as they are, and what, I ask, can 
more effectually tend to promote the existence of vice 
and misery than this? ‘Talk about churches and 
chapels and sermons and prayers and schools and pre- 
cepts, as long as “ things as they are” shall remain as 
they are, all your labours will be vain and fruitless. 
Do you not see, and does the Government of our 
country not see, that owing to the people wanting the 
necessaries of life they are compelled to be vicious ? 
What is it that induces the female to abandon her 
home, and, yielding up for ever the affection and re- 
gard of both friends and relatives, partake herself to 
a calling abhorred and detested by every one? Isit | 
because, being in possessien of all the necessaries and 
comforts of life, she became weary of enjoyment ? 
Alas! in nine cases out of ten it is for the want of the 
necessaries of life. And what is it that induces indivi- 
duals to leave their homes at midnight, and, roaming 
about streets and lanes, exposing themselves to dan- 
gers of every kind, watching for opportunities to rob 
and to plunder? Is it because, the day previous, 
having indulged too much in the luxuries of life, their 
downy pillow at night affords them no repose? Alas! 
in nine cases out of ten it is for the want of the neces- 
saries of life. And what is it that fills our streets 
with thieves and pickpockets? Is it that these indi- 
viduals, being satiated with enjoyments at home, pur- 
sue these avocations for amusement? Alas! in nine 
cases out of ten it is for the want of the necessaries of 
life. And finally, Sirs what is it that fills our gaols 
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with criminals? Is it that these individuals prefer 
the comforts of a dungeon to the comforts of their own 
homes? Alas! sirs, in nine cases out of ten it is for 
the want of the necessaries of life. This then being 
the case, rev. sirs, the vice and crime of the people 
arising, in nine cases out of ten, from the want of the 
necessaries of life, does it not become you, if you 
wish to see the people virtuous, and does it not become 
the government of our country to provide people nith 
the necessaries of life? Will you pretend that the 
skill and industry of the country will not afford a suffi- 
cient supply? Is it not a fact, sirs, that the people 
are now starving because they have produced tuo much? 
As it not a fact that thousands upon thousands of peo- 
ple are compelled to wander about the country in beg- 
gary, because, having produced more of the necessar- 
tes of life than can be disposed of, there is no longer 
any occasion for their labour. Why then, sirs, if you 
wish to see the people virtuvus, and seeing that they 
can produce more of the necessaries of life than they 
can consume, why not arrange society in such a man- 
ner that all may have a sufficiency? Does it show 
your Christianity to keep society arranged in such a 
manner that those who produce all should enjoy noth- 
ing, bat wander about the country in beggary, some 
compelled to seek a living in foreign lands, leaving 
their friends and relatives for ever, and all that is dear 
to them, whilst those, who produce nothing, having 
an abundance of all the necessaries and comforts of life, 
which the others produced, are living in luxury and 
splendour? Does it, I dsk, rev. sirs, show your Chris- 
tianity to keep society arranged in such a manner as 
this? If the working people of this country, or any 
other country, for all are alike, had a single spark of 
that spirit or energy within them which they ought to 
possess, they would not submit to such a state of things 
a day longer. What gross and barbarous injustice is 
this! those who produce all, those who toil and sweat 
and make to come every thing that is valuable in so- 
ciety, despised and driven about the country like dogs, 


4 


whilst those who produce nothing, are rolling in wealth, 
splendour and magnificence! 

But, as I have just said, rev. sirs, if you wish te see 
the people virtuous why do you not, or why does the 
government of our country not provide them with the 
necessaries of life? Do you not see that all your church- 
es and chapels and schools are useless? Are not the 
people now more vicious then ever they were at any 
period of the world’s existence, of which we have a 
record? Is it not evident then, that the vice and crime 
of the people exist independently of any power that 
your churches and chapels and schools possess to pre- 
vent them? Henceforth then, rev. sirs, instead of talk- 
ing so much about churches and chapels and schools, 
provide the people nith the necessaries of life, give 
them those things which their physical wants require, 
and you will do more in one year in banishing vice 
and crime from the world, than all your churches 
and chapels and schools can do in a thousand. 

Let me now, rev. sirs, proceed to the book before 
me, for I had nearly forgotten it. My object, and I 
fearlessly state it, is to expose this book in such a 
manner, that the Children of the Stockport Sanday 
School will reject it with contempt. Contempt I mean 
towards the book, for the parties supporting this school 
may sincerely believe the book calculated to do the 
children good, although I very much question that 
you, ministers of the gospel, are actuated by such a 
feeling; at any rate if you be, I know that largely mix- 
ed with it is a feeling that it will do yourselves good 
into the bargain. Such a book ought to be rejected 
by every one. The human race have been too long 
gulled with such trash. Moses was the inventor of 
this grand cheat ; and although it may have done some 
little towards frightening people into what is ealled 
morality, the purpose for which Moses invented it, it is 
now out of date. Principles and plans have been dis- 
covered ten thousand times superior, and this trash 
only serves to prevent these principles and plans from 
being carried into practice; it only serves in fact to 
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perpetuate the people’s vice and misery. Let ime 
then blow this trash to the winds. 

This publication commences by an address “ To 
the Parénis and Teachers of the Scholars who attend 
the Stockport Sunday School ;” and in this address I 
find the following passage,— 


** You have laid before_you in the following Tract the true 
inciples of a tan Education. These should, in all reason, 
instilled into the minds of youth as soon as they can distinguish 
good from evil.—And although the great truths herein contained are 
more immediately addressed to children, yet they are worthy the 
deepest consideration, both of the oldest and wisest of men.” 


This address, rev. sirs, I have no doubt has been 
framed by you ; and my object in quoting this passage 
is to let ices who read these letters see (and some of 
these parents and teachers as well as scholars are 
amongst the number) what sort of stuff you regard as 
the true principles of a Christian Education ; what 
sort of stuff you think, ought, zn all reason, to be in- 
stilled into the minds of youth ; and what sort of stuft 
you pretend is worthy the deepest consideration both 
of the oldest and wisest of men. | 

The matter of this publication is arranged in the 
form of question and answer; and the first question is,— 

‘* How many Gods are there ?”——The answer is ‘‘ One: who 


is God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghost. These 
three are one.” 


Here then we have a sample of the “ true principles 
of a Christian Education,” three are one, and one is 
three! Is it any wonder that the understandings of 
people should be perverted ? -But how can the Children 
of the Stockport Sunday School, or any other school, 
believe in such a rank absurdity? Can they not count 
three of their fingers, and can they say that three fin- 
gers are one finger, and one finger is three fingerg ? 
The most astonishing thing in the world is, that men 
should have the assurance to pretend, that this is any- 
thing but the most monkish absurdity that ever issued 
from the mind of man. 


_The next question is, ‘‘ What is God ?”——-The answer is “A 
Spirit.” 


Now although you say God is incomprehensible, 
here you pretend to know what God is. 
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Then after the question, ‘‘ What d mean by a Spirit ?” 
We have the xuawer, “One that cannot s eeen or felt.” 


Now what are the children of the Stockport Sunday 
School to understand by this? That which cannot be 
seen or felt is nothing. Is God then nothing? We, 
as human beings, are furnished with certain senses, 
and every thing that these senses enable us to take 
cognizance of, we are warranted in saying exists, but 
are we warranted in saying that things exist which 
these senses do not enable us to take cognizance of ? 
W hat are our senses for? Are they not to enable us 
to know the things which are around us? Are we 
then warranted in going beyond our senses, and say- 
ing that there are things around us which our senses 
do not enable us to know? ‘Are we, in short, war- 
ranted in saying that we know things exist when our 
senses do not enable us to know they exist? For in- 
stance, I now hold a pen in my hand, my senses are 
sufficient to enable me to know that 1 hold it in my 
hand, I can both see it and feel it, am I justified then 
in saying, that that which is the opposite of this pen 
has an existence, (this pen being matter, and the op- 
posite of it something else,) and that I can neither see 
it nor feel it, but yet I know that it exists? Am I 
justified, I ask, in drawing conclusions in this manner ? 

Do not suppose, rev. sirs, that I am an atheist ; do 
not suppose that I deny the existence of a God; I 
believe in a God; this reasoning is merely to show 
the absurdity of your doctrines, for you first assume 
that God is incomprehensible, and then you pretend to 
describe what God is. Such nonsense ought not to 
enter the minds of children. Ifyou wish to talk to 
children about God, all that you can say with ration- 
ality is, that that power which pervades the Universe, 
which moves it as we see it moved, is God, but whe- 
ther this power is inherent in matter, or whether it 
has a separate existence from it, the understanding of 
man has not yet been able to discover. | 

Bat, rev. sirs, is this answer relating to Spirit, in 
harmony with all the passages in the sacred word of 
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God? God, you say, is a Spirit, and Spirit is “one 
that cannot be seen or felt.” Now, are there no pas- 
sages in the sacred word of God at variance with this ° 
WV hat doves Moses say about God? Did he not talk 
to God face to face as a man speaketh unto his friend ? 
and did he not see the Lord's back parts? And if you 
turn to the 24th chap. of Exodus and 10th and 11th 
verses, you will see very clearly whether God is one 
that cannot be seen or-felt, or not. 


_‘* dnd they saw the God of Israel: and there was under his feet 
as it were a paved work of a sapphire stone, and as it were the 
body of heaven in his clearness. And upon the nobles of the chil- 
dren of ns 7 he laid not his hand: also, they saw God, and did 
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_ Now does this shew that God is one that cannot be 
seen or felt? Does it not shew that he can be seen 
and felt? What do you mean then in telling the 
children of the Stockport Sunday School that which is 
contrary to the sacred word of God? LEither God 
can be seen, or he cannot be seen. If he can be seen, 
then you are telling the children of the Stockport Sun- 
day School that which is false, and if he cannot be 
seen, then we have the sacred word of God telling us 
direct falsehoods. Are these, sirs, the “great truths” 
which, in all reason, ought to be instilled into the 
minds of youth; one “truth” contradicting another 
“truth °’ What are the children of the Stockport 
Sunday School to think of you? Can they believe any 
other than that you are either designing a fraud upon 
them, or that you are the most stupidly absurd men 
that ever breathed ? 


The next question is, ‘* What sort of a spirit is God ?——The 
answer is, ‘‘One that always was and always will be.” 


From this, it appears there are different sorts of spi- 
rits, some of one description and some of another ; 
God it seems is one that always was and always will 
be. Another sort [ suppose is one that never was 
nor never will be. I am afraid a great many are 
of this sort. Ye presumptuous mortals, what can man 
know about such matters ? 


The next question is, ** Where is God ?”——-The answer is, 
‘* Kvery where.’ 
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Now is this in accordance with the sacred word of 
God? Are there not innumerable expressions in the 
Old Testament declaring by implication, that God is 
not every where? What is the meaning for instance, 
of the expressions, “‘ And the Lord came dorn from 
heaven,” — And the Lord went up to heaven,”—“ And 
the Lord appeared here,”—“ And the Lord appeared 
there,”"—“ And the Lord departed,”—and many other 
expressions, all implying that God shifts about like 
any of ourselves? And even in, what is called, the 
Lord’s prayer, we have “Our Father which art in 
heaven, &c.;” and this proceeding from Jesus Christ 
himself tuo, and surely he knew where God was, he 
being God's identical self, (“ God the Father, God the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghost; these three are one.”) 
If God had been every where, Jesus Christ would 
have said, “ Our Father who ts every where, g&c.” or at 
any rate, “ Our Father which art every where, &c.” for 
Jesus was not over well skilled in grammar. This 
then, rev. sirs, is another of your absurdities, and I 
suppose it is another of those “great truths” which, in 
all reason, ought to be instilled into the minds of youth. 


The next question is, ‘‘ What does God know ?——The answer 
is, ** Every thing.’’ 


Then I suppose he knows your intentions with re- 
gard to the Children of the Stockport Sunday School. 
He knows whether you are attempting to deceive 
them or not. For my part | know that you are either 
attempting to deceive them, or that you are a set of 
monstrously absurd men. But rev. sirs, this, again is 
in opposition to the sacred word of God, for in Genesis 
we are told that ‘‘ when God saw,” that is to say, when 
st came fo his knowledge, which clearly shows that 
God, previous to this, was ignorant of it; “when God 
saw that the wickedness of man was greati n the earth, 
he repented that he made man, and it greaved him at 
his heart.”’ How then is it that you tell the Children 
of the Stockport Sunday Schovl one thing, and the 
bible tells them another? How is it that your “great 
truths” are in opposition to the sacred word of God? 
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In my last Letter, I think it was, I quoted a passage 
from Judges, stating that God ‘drove out the inhabi- 
tants of the mountain; but could not drive out the 
inhabitants of the valley, because they had chariots of 
iron.” Does this show that God can do whatever he 
will? This, then, is another great truth ia opposition 
to Holy Writ. 


The next question is, ‘‘ Does God love you ?”——The answer.is, _ 
** Yes: he loves every thing which he has e.” 


{t was extraordinary love in the Lord to send fiery 
serpents amongst the children of Israel because they 
complained of being hungry. It’s exceeding love in 
the Lord to punish children for the crimes of their 
fathers, even to the third and fourth generation. And 
the Lord was filled with vast love when he said,— 


- ** They shall be burnt with hunger, and devoured with burning 
feat, and with bitter destruction. I will also send the teeth of beasts 
vyon them, with the poison of serpents of the dust. The sword) with- 
out, and terror within, shall destroy both the goung man and the vir- 
xin, the suckling also with the man of grey hairs.” (Deuteronomy, 
2:nd. chap. and 24th and 25th verses.) 
The Lord loved most intensely those whom he had 
tzade when he talked in this manner. But, rev. sirs, 
2 
is. the Old Testament not full of such love? Why 
then, sirs, commit such gross absurdities ? . 


The next question is, “‘ What has God made ?”——The answer is, 
‘* Avery thing, and in particular man.” 


Here, then, we have something to reflect upon; the 
question before this says, “ God loves every thing which 
he has made,” and this says, “ God has made every 
thing, and in particular man.” Now, this being the 

_s2, what sort of conclusions are we to come to re- 

vceting God making, what is called, the Devil? 
Surely if God loved man he could have no occasion to 
show that love by making a being expressly for the 
pee of “going about, seeking whom he may devour.” 

he father of a family, for instanee, if he loved his 
children, would never designedly expose those chil- 
dren to dangers. On the contrary, he would do his 
utmost in protecting them from dangers. What are 
we to think then of the Father of the human ruce, a 


The next question is, ‘* What can God do?’”——The answer is, 
‘Ss What will.” 
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being too possessing infinite love, first making the 
human race, and then making a being designedly for 
the purpose of leading the human race astray, and 
thus causing their eternal misery? I contend, rev. 
sirs, that the man who believes that God can do what- 
ever he will, that he has made every thing, and that 
he loves every thing, and at the same time believes in 
what is called the fall of man, I contend, rev. sir, 
that such a man is a perfect blockhead. Such a jum- 
ble of trash could enter no mind but a mind insane. 


_ The next question is, ‘* How did God make man?”——The answer 
ie, ** His body out of dust, his sow out of nothing.” 


You parsons are exceedingly learned: I dare say 
some of you were at the Lord’s elbow when he per- 
formed the work: [ dare say you saw the Lord take 
up nothing and make a soul out of it. But, rev. sirs, 
what does Moses say about God making man? Does . 
he say anything about making the soul out of nothing? 
Turn to the passage, sirs, and look. : 


‘* And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and 
preaed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a livin’ 
soul. 


Now what is there here about making the soul ou‘ 
of nothing? On what authority then sirs, do you makée 
this statement? On what authority do you pretend 
that God made the soul of man out of nothing? ‘There 
is no other account about the making of man than 
this, and if some of you did not see God perform the 
work, this evidently must be a pure invention of your 
own. Besides sirs, you talk as if the body and the 
soul were two distinct things, whereas Moses states 
quite the reverse. He says that the Lord formed 
man of the dust of the ground, and, after breathing 
into his nostrils the breath of life, he became a living 
soul; that is to say his body, which was formed of dust, 
became a living soul. But even if you should pretend 
that the breath of life was the soul, and that the body 
was distinct from it, still the breath of life is something. 
Breath I suppose you are aware is a mixture of several 
gases; and therefore the soul could not be formed out 
of nothing. But on what ground sirs, do you pretend 
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that the body and the soul are two distinct things? 
Moses in the whole of his writings uses not a single 
expression to warrant such a notion, and surely Moses, 
who was inspired with infinite wisdom, ought to have 
known such matters. Where then, sirs, have you got 
the notion? Alas! Alas! a pure invention to serve 
the purposes of priestcraft. Yet these are the ‘‘ great 
truths, worthy the deepest consideration, both of the 
oldest and wisest of men.” 


The next question is, ‘‘ Why did God make man ?——The an- 
swer is, ** Zo know, love, and be happy tn him for ever.’ 


One is astonished at the presumption of man! here 
he is actually pretending to know the particular mo- 
tives or feelings that influence the Deity. But rev. 
sirs, it is very singular that God made man to know 
him, while God is incomprehensible. To know God 
and not to know him is almost incomprehensible itself. 
God made man also fo love, and be happy in him for 
ever. All that I can say is, I sincerely regret that 
man has never yet attained this state. Instead of 
being happy, he is the most wretched being in existence. 


The next question is, ‘‘ Where did God put the first man and 
woman ?"—— Lhe answer is, *‘ In the garden of Paradise. 


A kind and affectionate father always places his 
children in a situation the most agreeable to their 
feelings, and at the same time calculated to promote 
their happiness. 


- The next is, ‘‘ What command did he give them there ?””——The 
answer is, ‘‘ Not to eat of the tree tn the midst of the garden.”’ 


Parents, when they leave children in the house by 
themselves, generally place any thing dangerous out 
of their reach. If, for instance, they should have a 
bottle of poison in the house, or a bottle containing 
any of the corrosive acids, they would not take the 
bottle, and after placing it in the middle of the floer, 
command the children not to drink of the bottle. 
Their love and affection for their children would in- 
dace them to place the bottle in the most secure part 
of the whole house; a place where, above all others, 
it would be the most difficult for them to get at. Did 
the Great Parent of the human race do this? Alas! 
sirs, we shall see in my next Letter. 


12 


I hardly know how many Letters I shall occupy in 
examining this absurd publication; I have yet only 
reached the fourth page, and there are sixteen pages 
of it. I shall however be as brief as possible. Hoping 
sirs, the children of the Stockport Sunday School will 
reject your “great truths” with the contempt they 
deserve. 


I remain, &c., 
C. J. HASLAM. 


Salford, March 6th, 1839. 





‘th page, in quoting 
Jrom Numbers, instead of “11th chap. and \6th v." 
it should have been “ 11th chap. and 1st v.” 


All the Letters from I.. to XIII. are now in print. an 
may be had of Mr. Heywood, Oldham-street, Manchester. 
Also, Drerence or THE Socirat PrineiPues, Price One Penny, 
—Wso ARE THE INFIDELS? Price One Penny,—and the 
NECESSITY OF A CHANGE, Price Twopence. 


Three editions of this latter pamphlet, of 2000 copies each, 
have now been printed, and the Clergy have never yet an- 
swered it. And besides this, it has been reprinted in America, 
I having seen some time since an American Newspaper con- 
taining a large eatract from itt, and announcing that it was 
to be had of a publisher in Philadelphia, the place where the 
paper was printed. Is it honest tn the Clergy thus continuing 
to preach doctrines to the people which they cannot defend? 


C.J. i. 





WILLIAM CHADWICK, PRINTER, 7, SILVER-STREET WEST, HOLME. 
Corner of Great Jackson Street. 





LETTER XIV. 


TO THE 


CLERGY OF ALL DENOMINATIONS, 
bp ID~ 8 8 


BY C.J. HASLAM. 








PUBLISHED BY ABEL HEYWOOD, 60, OLDHAM-STREET, 
MANCHESTER. 


PRICE ONE PENNY. 








Rev. Sirs, 


In relation to the Tract entitled “ Instruc- 
tions for the use of the children of the Stoekport 
Sunday School,” a portion of which [I examined in 
my last letter, I beg to quote a sentence from Dr. 
Isaac Watts, who, by the bye, ought to be a high 
authority with you ministers of the gospel. This great 
man, in his work On THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE 
Minn, says, “ By acting without thought or reason, 
we dithonour the God that made us reasonable crea- 
tures.’ Now I beg to ask if you act with thought or 
reason when you say that the Tract [ have just men- 
tioned contains “great truths, worthy the deepest 
consideration both of the oldest and wisest of men ?”’ 
- Have I net shown in iny last Letter that instead of 
‘great truths,” they are the most sottish absurdities 
that ever escaped the mind of man? Have I not 
shown in fact, that they are downright absurdities, 
invented for the purpose of deceiving and imposing 
upon the people? . What, for instance are we to think 
of the expression “ These three are one,” in relation 
to one God being three Gods, and three Gods being 
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one God? Three fingers are one finger, and one fin- 
ger is three fingers. Is there any thought or reason 
in that? Is it not outrageous even to the mind of a 
schoolboy? Are you not then sirs dishonouring the 
God that made you reasonable creatures? Are you 
not acting without thought or reason ? 

The question upon which I closed my last Letter 
was (in speaking of God placing Adam and Eve 
in the Garden of Paradise.) 


‘s What command did he give them there?”—And after the an- 
swat, '* Not to eat of the tree in the midst of the Garden.” 


I observed that parents, when they leave children 
in the house by themselves, generally place any- 
thing dangerous out of their reach. They never, 
for instance, if they should have a bottle of poison 
in the house, take the bottle and placing it in the 
middle of the floor, command the children not to 
drink of the bottle. They either lock it up, or place 
it in a situation where it would be impossible for 
the children to reach. We have now therefore to 
see whether the great Parent of the human race 
did this ? 


The next question then is, ‘* Did they keep that command ?”— 
The answer is, * No: they did eat of it.” 


Now if the Lord was desirous that they should 
not eat of it, and if he knew that they would eat 
of it, as he must have done if he was infinite in 
wisdom, was it not extreme silliness in not placing 
the tree out of their reach? 


Then after the question, ‘*‘ What hurt did they bring on them- 
selves thereby ?’’—We have the answer, ‘“‘SIN AND GUILT, PAIN 
AND DEATH.” 


Here then sirs we have a view of what is called the 
fall of man. The Lord places two of his children in 
the garden of Paradise, and instead of removing every 
thing dangerous out of their reach, as a kind and 
affectionate parent would have done, he actually places 
in the centre of the garden a bottle containing deadly 
poison, or a tree having a similar tendency, knowing 
at the same time that his children would partake of it, 
and thereby involve themselves in everlasting ruin. 
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How sirs are the children of the Stockport Sunday 
School to reconcile the monstrous absurdity that here 
presents itself? Are they to believe that infinite mercy 
is less merciful than finite mercy? Are they to believe 
that infinite goodness is less good than finite good- 
ness? And do they not know how their own parents 
would have acted in such a case? Do they not know 
that they, although only finite in mercy and good- 
ness, would have removed the bottle out of their reach ? 
And they would have done this too whether they knew 
their children would partake of it or not; they would 
have done it merely to be certain that their children 
were exposed to nothing dangerous. What then sirs 
are they to think of God, who, not only did not remove 
the bottle out of their reach, but actually designedly 
placed it there, knowing that his children would par- 
take of it, and thereby bring upon them ruin and 
misery everlasting? How, I again ask, rev. sirs, are 
the children of the Stockport Sunday School to recon- 
cile this monstrous absurdity? And is it possible that 
you can have assurance enough to pretend that these 
are great truths, worthy the deepest consideration both 
of the oldest and wisest of men? According sirs, tu 
Dr. Watts, you are dishonouring the God that made 
you reasonable creatures. 


The next question is, ** Did their sin hurt any besides them- 
selves ?”—The answer is, ‘* Yes: all men that came after them.” 


This actually makes the thing ten thousand times 
worse. The ruin and misery of the immediate act- 
ors in the affair is bad enough, but to talk about 
all men that came after them being involved in the 
same ruin and misery, is to declare at once that 
God is the most tremendous monster that the human 
mind can conceive; or rather perhaps it is to de- 
clare that we are either insane or idiotic. Only 
think of God punishing me, or any of us, for a mis- 
take committed by a man and a woman six thou- 
sand years since, a mistake too, arising entirely 
from God himself in not removing the tree out of 
their reach, or rather in designingly placing it there. 
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Again sirs, I tell you to look at the justice of men; 
of beings that are finite in mercy and goodness, 
Do they punish one man for the crimes of another ? 
Would, for instance, the Government of this coun- 
try, bad as it is, punish you for a crime committed 
by one of your grandfathers? If then beings of 
finite mercy and goodness would not be so unjust 
as to punish one man for the crimes of another, is 
it rational to suppose that a Being of infinite mercy 
and goodness would do it? Is it not then evident 
sirs that you are acting without thought or reason, 
and consequently, according to Dr. Watts, dishonour- 
ing the God that made you reasonable creatures ? 
Besides sirs, did I not quote in one of my former 
' Letters, a passage from scripture directly opposed 
te this doctrine? Look again sirs at that passage, 
the 24th chapter of Deuteronomy, and 16th verse. 


‘* and the fathers shall not be put to death for the children, 
neither shall the children be put to death for the fathers; every 
man shall be put to death for his own sin.’’ 


Why then sirs do you tell the children of the 
Stockport Sunday School that we are to be punished, 
because Adam and Eve eat an apple? Why do 
you teach them things which are contrary to the 
sacred word of God? George Ensor says in his 
s“¢ Principles OF Mora.ity,” “J know not whether | 
priests are more ignorant, or more tmpudent.” | 
myself am in a similar predicament, but certainly, 
1 would rather believe them ignorant, than impudent. 


The next question in your absurd Tract is, “* How did it hurt 
them ?”—That is to say, how did the sin of Adam and Eve eating 
the apple hurt all men that came after them? The answer is, 
“S They are ali born in sin and guilt, and subject to patn and death.’ 


With respect to myself, rev. sirs, as I do not wish to 
dishonour the God that made me a reasonable crea- 
ture, I deny that I am born in sin and guilt; the very 
idea is an outrage upon my understanding. Only 
think of accusing helpless and znnocené children of 
sin and guilt. What brutal ideas some people must. 
have! And as to being subject to pain and death, 
are not all organized beings subject to pain and death? 
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Were Adam and Eve not subject to pain and death? 
That is to say, previous to eating the apple, (or what- 
ever else it was, for none of you know what it was,) were 
they not subject to pain and death? Would, in short, 
Adam and Eve have lived for ever had they not eaten 
the apple? And would they never have felt pain? 
And would we also have lived for ever, and never felt 
pain? Reverend Sirs, previous to eating the apple, 
what were Adam and Eve composed of? Was it 
flint, or steel, or something of that sort? Were they 
not human beings like ourselves, composed of flesh 
and blood and bones? And will you pretend that 
beings can be formed of these, without being subject 
to pain and death? But sirs, what a lame and bang- 
ling tale this is; for if Adam and Eve had not eaten 
the apple, that is to say, had they lived for ever, and 
all their posterity after them, what sort of a world 
should we have now? What sort of a population 
should we have? Even as it is, we have men brutal 
enough to propose the murdering of children at their 
birth to keep down the increase. What then should 
we have had if all the human beings that ever were 
born were now in existence? Instead of a super- 
abundant population as the wise Government of our 
country pretend we have, we should, [ suppose, have 
just the right sort of a population, neither too few nor 
too many. Away sirs with such miserable trash. 

og next question Pad si ate oe gen, born rie sin ?”—The an- 
pobd jis, Pid Ad ane ons pro , self-willed, lovers of the world, 

There’s a deal of pride to be seen in a child just 
born, The wretched objects that wander about the 
streets in beggary are uncommonly proud. The thou- 
sands upon thousands of people that are in a state of 
starvation in this country, owing to your ignorant and 
bratal arrangement of society, are vastly proud. The 
beggar that is driven away from the door of his “ fellow- 
worm” by a bull dog, is immensely proud. If, rev. 
sirs, we are all born proud, a great number of us loose 
that pride before we get to our graves, so that the evil 
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is in a great measure remedied. The present system 
of society is eminently adapted to extract pride from . 
our natures, at least from the natures of those who 
labour. Perhaps sirs it has been arranged for this 
peculiar purpose. What a pity, however, it does not 
extenditsfavourstoall. And we are all born self-willed 
too. Do you know sirs what St. Paul says on this 
particnlar point? Look at his Epistle to the Philip- 
pians, the 2nd chapter and 13th verse, and read as 
follows :— 


** For it is God which worketh in you BOTH TO WILL 
AND TO DO at his good pleasure.” 


Does this show, rev. expounders of the gospel, that 
we are all born self-willed? Are we self-willed while 
God works in us both to will and to do at his good 
pleasure? What sirs are the children of the Stock- 
port Sunday School to think of such manifests attempts 
at delusion? And is it anything short of delusion? 
Have you not all read St. Paul? And are you not 
all acquainted with the doctrines which he taught? 
Is it not then delusion or something worse to tell the 
children of the Stockport Sunday School that certain 
doctrines are the true principles of a christian educa- 
tion, when, according to St. Paul, thev are not true 
principles, but false principles? And sirs, where is 
man’s free will, if what St. Paul says be true? And 
will any of you contradict him? If God works in us 
both to will and to do at his good pleasure, what free 
will can we have? And sirs, it is not only St. Paul 
that holds this doctrine, if you look at the writings of 
the prophet Jeremiah, you will find that he was of the 
same opinion. In the 10th chapter and 23rd_ verse, 
he says,— 


‘© Lord, I know that the way of man its not in himself: it is 
not in man that walketh te direct his steps.” 


How then sirs can you pretend that man has a free 
will, while the sacred word of God declares that he 
has not a free will? And bow can you be so absurd 
as to desire the children of the Stockport Sunday School 
te believe in two opposite and contradictory doctrines; 


7 


first to believe that this Tract contains the true prin- 
ciples of a christian education, and then to believe in 
the Bible, which contradicts these principles? Are 
you not sirs acting without thought or reason, and con- 
sequently dishonouring the God that made you rea- 
scnable creatures ? 


The next question in your absurd Tract is, ‘‘ By whom are we 

bo be saved from sin ?”—The answer is, ‘‘ By Jesus Christ the eter- 

on of God.” And after the question, ‘‘ What did he do to 

save us?’’—We are told, ‘“‘ He was made man, and lived and died, 
and rose again.” 


Now what are the children of the Stockport Sunday 
School to understand by this? If Jesus Christ, the 
eternal Son of God, (although “ these three are one,”) 
was made man, and if he lived and died, and rose 
again, (which is no more than all of us do,) what effect 
could that have in saving us? What great virtue can 
thee be in merely living and dying, and rising again ? 
Every animal and vegetable undergoes the same pro- 
cess. What virtue then can there be in it? Jesus 
Christ (supposing the tale to be true,) was put to death, | 
because he was an infidel and a blasphemer. Instead 
therefore of saving us he could not save himself. What 
absurd nonsense then to pretend that we are to be 
saved from sin by Jesus Christ, the eternal Son of God. 
Had Jesus Christ enlightened the human race in such 
a maoner that they could have lived together in peace 
and harmony; had he, for instance, enabled them to 
arrange their affairs in such a manner that sin could 
not have existed, then he might be called a Saviour, 
then we might say that he had saved us from sin; but 
as it is, what benefit has the world derived from his 
existence? Is sin not as abundant asever? Are not 
the human race as wretched and as miserable and as 
vicious and as unhappy as they were previous to his 
existence? What then have we gained by Jesus 
Christ living and dying and rising again? Nothing 
whatever. : 

_, rhe next question is, ‘‘ What may we gain by Jesus Christ 
hiving and dying for us?”—The answer is, ‘* FORGIVENESS OF SINS, 
HOLINESS and HEAVEN.” 


This, rev. sirs, shows how clearly the thing is a. 
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fraud and a cheat; for a being of intelligence, instead 
of talking about the “forgiveness of sins,” would 
talk about the prevention oF iad. Instead of living 
and dying to forgive sins, a being of intelligence would 
have lived and «lied to prevent the existence of sins. 
What good can arise from allowing sins to be com- 
mitted, and then to forgive those sins? What gain 
can arise from a measure of this kind? Is the man 
who murders another improved in his condition, by 
being told, Breen to the murder, that his sins will 
be forgiven? Is he rendered more virtnous or more 
happy, or is he less inclined to indulge in sin? Or is 
the man murdered improved in his condition? Where 
then is the gain of merely forgiving people their sins? 
Besides, rev. sirs, what forgiveness of sins does aman 
want who has committed no sins? Is the man to be 
told, who has laboured the whole of his life to improve 
the condition of his fellow-men ; who has exerted every 
‘energy both of mind and body to render their existence 
happy, is he to be told that, by Jesus Christ living 
and dying and rising again, he has gained a forgive- 
ness of his sins? Is he in short to be insulted? 
And, in addition to a forgiveness of sins, we may gain 
holiness. Three things it seems we may gain by Jesus 
Christ living and dying and rising again, viz: for give- 
ness of sins, holiness, and heaven. Now what is 
holiness? It is well, rev. sirs, you have given us a 
definition. In the same page, a little further on, I 
find the following question and answer. 

‘“* What ts holiness?” —The answer is, ‘*‘ The love of God, and 

. of ali mankind for God's sake.” 

This then is holiness, the love of God and of all 
mankind for God's sake; and this we may gain by 
Jesus Christ living and dying and rising again. Let 
us bear this in mind. In my last Letter, page 9, (if 
you will turn back so far,) you will find the following 
question and answer, which are quoted from the fourth 
page of the absurd Tract before me,— 


** Does God love you ?”—The answer is, ** Yes: he loves EVERY 
THING which he has made.” 
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Here then we have a “ great truth worthy the deep- 
est consideration, both of the oldest and wisest of men.” 
God loves every thing which he has made, yet, by 
Jesus Christ living and dying and rising again, WE 
MAY GAIN the love of God, and of all mankind for 
God’s sake. Was there ever any thing so perfectly 
absurd and ridiculous? God loves us all, yet Jesus 
Christ came into the world, and lived and died and 
rose again, in order that we might gain God’s love. 
Ye blockheads, (for the case requires it,) is this acting 
in accordance with thought or reason? Can we gain 
that which we already possess? Are you not then, as 
Dr. Watts says, dishonouring the God that made you 
reasonable creatures? Besides, what sense is there in 
talking about Jesus Christ living and dying and rising 
again, in order that we may gain God’s love? Is 
Jesus Christ not God himself? Do you not say at the 
commencement of this Tract, that there is one God, 
“‘ God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy 
Ghost,” and that “these three are one?” Did Jesus 
Christ then live and die and rise again, in order that 
we might gain Jesus Christ’s love? What anaccount- 
able nonsense! 

We now come, rev. sirs, to Heaven, the third and 
last thing which we may gain by Jesus Christ living 
and dying and rising again. Before Jesus Christ came, 
the whole human race I suppose used to go to hell, 
What a benevolent consideration! Do you not know, 
rev. sirs, that Heaven and Hell are mere inventions, 
in order to force people into obedience? Do you not 
know that in all ages of the world cunning and crafty 
men have pretended all manner of things, have in- 
vented all manner of lies, forged all manner of cheats, 
partly for the purpose of keeping people in subjection, 
but chiefly for the purpose of living in idleness at the 
expense of other people's labour? And are you not 
aware that thousands of years elapsed before the 
human race had the least conception of any such places 
as Heaven and Hell? - Does Diodorus not tell us that 
the Fable of Hell was invented by Orpheus, a Grecian, 
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about 1375 years before Christ; it having suggested 
itself when he was viewing a Ceremony in Egypt cal- 
led the Trial of the Dead? Where then is your hon- 
esty in continuing to impose upon the multitude this 
infamous cheat ? 


The next question is, ‘' When does God forgive our sins ?”— 
The answer is, ** When we repent and believe tn Christ.” 


If anything in this world ever had a tendency to 
promote vice and crime, this has that tendency. How- 
ever fara man may go in sin, however brutal and 
barbarous and villainous he may be, however he may 
delude and cheat and rob and impose upon his fellow 
creatures, if he repent and believe in Christ all his sins 
will be forgiven. Is it any wonder that the world 
should be in its present condition? What can be more 
encouraging to a man in his career of vice, than the 
reflection, that if he repent and believe in Christ all 
will be put to rights? But, rev. sirs, this is evidence 
of gross ignorance. The expression, “ When ie re- 
pent and believe in Christ,” pre-supposes that we can 
believe or not believe as we please. It is based upon 
the assumption that we can believe by a voluntary act 
of our will, which is now an exploded fallacy. Men 
can only believe by the force cf evidence upon their 
understandings; and this evidence does not depend 
upon the individual himself, but upon those with whom 
the individual may associate, or come in contact, or 
those who may furnish him with this evidence. The 
belief therefore of every man, not depending upon 
himself, but upon those who may make impressions 
upon his understanding,—what can be more absurd, 
what can be more ridiculous, than to talk about re- 
wards or punishments for that belief ? 

But, rev. sirs, do you dispute this fact? Do you 
deny that a man’s belief is forced upon him independ- 
ently of his will? Lf you do, read the following pas- 
sage from the writings of Isaac Watts, Doctor of Di- 
vinity, an authority whom none of you can dispute: 

, our netyhbours, the custom of the country where 
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Can anything, rev. sirs, be more express and decis- 
ive than this? Does this great authority not say, as 
positively as language will allow him, that our beliefs 
are formed independently of ourselves? How then 
can you defend your present irrational proceedings ? 
Are you not telling the people that unless they believe 
so and so they will be damned, although they have no 
more power over their belief than they have over the 
length of their frame? What absurdity could be 
greater than to say, unless a man have a frame full 
six feet high he will be damned? Yet this is nota 
jot more absurd than to say that a man will be damned 
on account of his belief. This passage, rev. sirs, of 
Dr. Watts, you will find in his work on the IMPpRovE- 
MENT OF THE MIND, the same which I referred to at 
the commencement of this Letter, Chapter IV. part 1I. 
a work held in high estimation by all men. 

The next question is, ‘*‘ What du you mean by repenting ?”’— 
The answer is, ‘*‘ Being thoroughly convinced of our sinfulness 
guilt, and helplessness.” : 

This, I suppose, rev. sirs, is a correct definition of 
repenting. It does not mean, it seems, that we should 
abstain from crime and wickedness, only that we 
should be thoroughly convinced of our crime and 
wickedness, and at the same time our helplessness, 
that is to say, | suppose, our inability to be otherwise 
than wicked. Now what morality is there in this? 
What tendency can this have to make man good and 
virtuous? Is it not evident that before a man can 
repent he must first be wicked? for how can a man 
be convinced of his wickedness unless he really be 
wicked ? Is it then necessary in order that we obtain 
the “ Grace of God” that we should first be wicked ? 
And rev. sirs, can a man not be thoroughly convinced 
of his sinfullness, guilt, and helplessness, and at the 
same time be one of the most wicked characters in 
existence ? Can he not rob and steal and murder the 
whole of his life, and every moment of that life be 
thoroughly convinced of his crime and wickedness? 
Is this then your morality? Is this your boasted code 
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of ethics? Are these your “true principles of a 
Christian Education, which in all reason ought to be 
instilled into the minds of youth?” Rev. Ministers of 
the gospel there is no conviction more deeply rooted 
in my mind than that the whole of your religions are 
trash from beginning toend. = ee 


I remain, &c., 


C. J. HASLAM. 


Salford, March 27th, 1839. 
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REv. Sirs, 

Having devoted two of my Letters to an exami- 
nation of the Tract entitled, Instructions for the use of the 
Children of the Stockport Sunday School, and having 
shown that the matter therein contained is such as no man 
can believe without dishonouring the God that made him 
a reasonable creature, I shall proceed with my examina- 
tion, and by the time I have finished my present Letter, 
I hope to have exposed that Tract in such a manner, that 
the children of the Stockport Sunday School, and all other 
Schools wherein it is to be found, will fling it from them 
with scorn, not only as being injurious to themselves, but 
as insulting to that God to whom they owe their exis- 
tence. The question next to be noticed is the following :— 
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“‘ Where do unbelievers go after death? To Hell.” 


Ye pious men, is this an exemplification of your cha- 
rity; consigning your fellow-creatures to hell, because 
they cannot believe as you believe? But are you so 
grossly ignorant as not to know, that a man cannot be- 
lieve as he pleases? Are you so little acquainted with 
human nature, and more especially the operation of the 
human mind, as to suppose that a man can change his 
belief any moment he pleases? And if a man cannot 
change his belief as he pleases, is it not absurd to talk 
about punishing him for that belief P Would you punish 
a man for that which he cannot help? What does Dr. 
Watts say on this subject of belief P In his work on the 
Improvement of the Mind, part 11. ch. IIL. he says :— 


“ Men cannot believe what they will, nor change 
their religion and their sentiments as they please: they 
may be made hypocrites by the forms of severity, and 
constrained to profess what they do not believe; they may 
be forced to. comply with external practices and ceremo- 
nies contrary to their own consciences ; but this can never 
please God, nor profit men.” 


Need you a higher authority than Dr. Watts? How 
then are we to characterize your conduct, in attempting 
to force into the minds of children the idea, the brutal 
and barbarous idea, that God will punish them for their 
unbelief, when they cannot believe what they will? 
And with respect to the latter part of the quotation, there 
are thousands of people in this country, that are “forced to 
comply with external practices and ceremonies contrary 
to their own consciences.” I know an individual who is 

‘compelled to attend a chapel every Sunday, although for 
the doctrines taught therein, he entertains the most per- 
fect contempt ; and if he did not thus comply, contrary to 
his conscience, he would lose his employment and be ex- 
posed to starvation. Yet, in the face of these things, you 
ministers of the Gospel have the assurance to talk about 
the mildness and gentleness of the Christian religion! Is 
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it mildness, ye men of mischief, to make hypocrites of 
people P Is it gentleness to make people go about in dis- 
guise; to force them into the wearing of masks; to con- 
strain them to profess what they do not believe ; to compel 
them to smother their real sentiments and feelings, and 
give utterence to sentiments and feelings which they do 
not entertain? Ye wicked men, if human nature be de- 
praved, it is you that has made itso. The Tract goes 
on :— 


“‘ What sort of a place is hell ? J¢ ts a dark, bottom- 
less pit, full of fire and brimstone.” 


This description of hell partakes of every other part of 
your religion, in stupidity and absurdity. If hell be full 
of fire, how can it be dark? Does fire not emit light ? 
How then can that which is full of fire, be dark? You 
know as much of the “sort of a place” hell is, as the 
children of the Stockport Sunday School, and it is a spe- 
cies of lying to give the description of it you have done. 
The Tract prczeeds :— 


_- “ How will they spend theif time there? In weeping 
and wailing, and gnashing of teeth.” 

And this too, because they could not believe in a par- 
ticular creed which they had no power to believe, for men 
cannot believe as they will. God will consign people to 
this suffering because they cannot act contrary to their 
natures, and believe in brazen absurdities! Is there no 
blasphemy in ascribing to the Deity such cruelty and in- 
justice P Your nonsense proceeds :— 


“¢ Will both their souls and bodies be tormented ? Yes - 
every part of them at once.” 

A philosopher at Paris, in order to ascertain the 
amount of water, or volatile matter, which a human being 
contained, placed one in an oven, and having allowed it 
to remain there three or four days, he found, when it was 
removed, that it had decreased in weight from 150 pounds 
to 25. No less than 125 pounds had passed off in va- 
pour; and this vapour, mixing with the atmosphere, in 
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- a short time would become condensed, and falling upon 
the grass and other vegetable matter in the fields, a por- 
tion of it would be absorbed; and of course, that which 
was once a portion of a human being would thas become 
a constituent part of a vegetable. Again, many human 
beings are destroyed by fire, and in the process are con- 
verted into aqueous vapour and carbonic acid gas, which, 
mixing. up and being absorbed by the vegetable produc- 
tions of the earth, become lost in the various processes of 
nature; a human being, by such proccesses, bemg dis- 
tributed into a thousand different productions. Supposing 
_ then some of these people so destroyed -were unbelievers, 
will every part of their bodies be tormented in your dark 
bottomless pit; and will they spend their time there, in 
weeping and wailing, and gnashing of teethP After 
being subject to the decomposition arising from combus- 
tion, and therevy converted for the most part into water 
and carbonic acid gas, and these entering into the com- 
position of vegetables, and vegetables entering into the 
composition of sheep, cows, and such like, and sheep, 
cows, and such like, entering mto the composition of hu- 
man beings; after all this, every part of them is to be 
tormented in a dark bottomless pit, fall of fre and brim- 
stone, and they are to weep and wail, and gnash their 
teeth! If the inventors or compilers, of the Christian 
religion had designed to make it as absurd as possible, 
they could not have succeeded better than they have 
done. The trashy Tract then asks :— 


“How will their bodies be tormented? By burning 
' in everlasting fire.” 


Another monstrous absurdity. Besides the brutal idea 
of supposing that a just God would punish a man in con- 
sequence of his belief, when men cannot believe what they 
will, here is an assumption that human bodies can burn 
in everlasting fire, which is a manifestation of sheer igno- 
rance. Human bodies are composed principally of vola- 
tile matter, as I have just noticed, and the consequence is, 
when submitted to fire or heat, they volatilize, that is to 
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say, they are converted into vapour, and they rise owé of 
the fire. Throw, for instance, a piece of green vegetable 
into the fire, and observe the result. It will first shrink, 
or contract, in consequence of the loss of water which it 
contained, it being converted into vapour ; it will then 
blaze a little, and almost entirely disappear. The blazing 
is in consequence of the hydrogen which it contained. 
The same result takes place with a human being. Some 
years since a woman, in a fit of insanity, threw herself 
into an iron smelting furnace, in full blaze: she was ob- 
served by a man working on the spot, who instantly put 
off the steam-engine that was working the bellows, and . 
came to take her out ; but he then saw only a black speck 
on the surface of the fire, and in a few minutes more she 
wholly disappeared. Some might suppose that the body 
would mix up with the burning mass, but this is not the 
case ; consisting principally of water, this water would be 
rapidly converted into vapour, which would rise and com- 
bine with the atmosphere; and the body being in a state 
of rapid decomposition, its several elements would separ- 
ate asunder, and enter into fresh combinations; its hydro- 
gen for instance, being the base of animal fat, would com- 
bine with a portion of the oxygen otf the atmosphere, and 
form an additional quantity of water; and its carbon | 
would unite with another portion of the oxygen of the at- 
mosphere, and form carbonic acid gas, which would rise 
into the air, and in this manner all would be dissipated, 
excepting a portion of lime which would result from the 
decomposition of the bones. Is it not then the extremity 
of ignorance to talk about bodies burning .in everlasting 
fire? Another piece of “ instruction” for the children of 
the Stockport Sunday School, is the following :— 

“ Do not dare to tell a le to God, for he sees all 
that ts in your hearts.” 

A most barefaced lie you yourselves tell God, every 
time you preach a sermon. What do you say, in repeat- 
ing the Lord’s prayer, about forgiving people their tres- 
passes? ‘Give us this day (say you) our daily bread, 
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and forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive them that 
trespass against us.” Is this not daring to tell a lie to 
God? When do you forgive people their trespasses P 
Is it in hunting down and exterminating people, because 
they happen to differ from you in opinion? Is it in de- 
priving them of the means of a livelihood, and exposing 
them to starvation and beggary? Is it in deliberately 
inventing lies against their moral character on purpose to 
ruin them, because you cannot refute their arguments or 
disprove their principles? Is it in lying and misrepre- 
senting, for the purpose of supporting a system which is 
‘ pregnant with nothing but evil and mischief, merely be- 
cause it yields you a comfortable livelihood P Is it, in 
short, in slandering the characters of people, whose mo- 
rality you know to be superior to your own, because you 
cannot confute the truths they advocate? Are these evi- 
dences of forgiving people their trespasses? What then 
must be your daring, to ask the Deity to forgive you your 
trespasses, because you have forgiven those who have tres- 
passed against you, when the fact is, you have done no 
such thing P If the Deity sees all that is in your hearts, 
as you say he does, he must see something very black in 
a great number of your hearts. 


And what are the children of the Stockport Sunday 
School to think of such proceedings P They know very 
well, that instead of you forgiving people their trespasses, 
you are always the most prompt and rigid in inflicting 
punishments, and in persecuting people merely because 
they differ from you in opinion. Will they not know 
then that every time you repeat, “‘ forgive us our trespas- 
ses, as we forgive them that trespass against us,” you 
are uttering a falsehood, and consequently daring to tell 
God a lie, which is the very thing you are cautioning 
them not todo? What are they to think of such bare- 
faced inconsistency P Again, your Tract says :— 


“No man hath seen God at any time.” 


A most deliberate falsehood, if Moses be fit to be be- 


1 


lieved ; for he says, Exodus, ch. XXIv. vs. 10, 11, that 
no less than seventy of the elders of Israel saw God. 
So that in the very act of cautioning the children 
of the Stockport Sunday School against telling lies, 
you are telling lies yourselves. 


I was told the other day, by a person who attends this 
Sunday School, that four of the scholars were discharged 
at one and the same time, because they avowed to their 
teachers their disbelief in the Bible. How can they be- 
lieve in the Bible? The human mind cannot believe in 
opposite and contradictory propositions. It cannot, for 
instance, believe, that no man hath seen God at any 
time, and at the same time believe, that seventy of the 
elders of Israel saw God. And yet unless the children 
of the Stockport Sunday School do this, they are to be 
deprived of the little amount of instruction that is afforded 
them in priestly Sunday Schools. Ye religious instruc- 
tors of the people, is this the way you train up youth in 
the way it should go? Is this rearing the plant with 
tenderness, and bending it with gentleness? How long 
are the Priesthood to have dominion over the formation 
of the human character? How long are they to be al- 
lowed to mangle and brutalize people’s minds in this 
manner? Your absurd Tract again says:— »° 


“‘ Tf there be any thing good in any man, ¢ all comes 
Jrom God. Therefore he alone ought to be praised for 
it all.” 


And if there be any thing evi/ in any man, it all comes 
from the Devil. Therefore the Devil alone ought to be 
blamed for it all; so that you do away with the necessity 
of a hell by your absurdities. But how can man have 
a free will, if this be the case? That is to say, if every 
thing good in any man, all comes from God, God must 
be exerting an influence over men to produce the good, 
and this being the case, how can man have a free will ? 
And if God alone ought to be praised for all the good 
in any man, seeing that it all comes from him, why 
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talk about a heaven and a hell hereafter to reward the 
good and punish the bad? Would you reward a man 
for that which does not come from himself, but from 
God? And would you punish a man for that which 
does not come from himself, but from the Devil? Your 
religions are nothing but a jumble of jaring absurdities. 


I have now finished my examination of your “ Jn- 
structions” for the use of the children of the Stockport 
Sunday School. I have shown, that so far from énstruc- 
tions, they are mere absurdity and falsehood, calculated 
only to cramp and injure the human understanding ; 
and that in relation to the Bible, a book in conjunc- 
tion with which these “instructions” are to be received, 
they present the most glaring contradictions: that al- 
though the Bible contains the true principles of a 
Christian Education, and although the Tract does the 
same, they contain propositions entirely at variance 
with each other. 


Having done this, Rev. Sirs, it now becomes your 
duty, either immediately to answer these Letters, to 
reconcile the absurdities I have exposed to public view, 
or to resign your office as priests, and declare to your 
simple and credulous congregations, that hitherto you 
have been preaching nothing but fable and falsehood. 
You cannot for a moment pretend that you are acting 
with thought or reason, and when you are not doing 
so, according to Dr. Watts, you are dishonouring the 
God that made you reasonable creatures. Will you 
then continue to dishonour the God that made you 
reasonable creatures, or will you answer these Letters? 
Will you stand convicted of preaching to the people 
fable and falsehood, or will you come forward like 
honourable men, and defend the doctrines you preach ? 
Will you, in short, act the characters of deceivers and 
impostors, or will you subject your doctrines to the 
test of reason and argument? 


If your doctrines are true, why be afraid to have 
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them examined; why not allow your congregations to 
make inquiries at the conclusion of your sermons? You 
lenow very well that Socialism, or that which you call 
Fnfdelity, is not injured by such a practice. You know 
that Socialism courts inquiry; it challenges opposition ; 
it invites questions ; yet it thrives and prospers. What 
then are you afraid of? Do you not want your cause to 
thrive and prosper? Why then not use those means 
which other parties use, and which they find so service- 
able? Are your churches and chapels too sacred for 
such a practice? Are they too sacred to undeceive peo- 
ple? Are they too sacred to afford people opportunities 
of discovering the truth, and thereby rescuing them from 
the paths of error and falsehood? Are your churches 
and chapels, in short, too sacred to use those means which 
alone would be the most serviceable in promoting a belief 
in those doctrines which, you say, are essential to the sal- 
vation of people’s souls? Such a pretext is dlarney in 
excess. It is pure cant; a mere shuffle to avoid the ex- 
amination of your doctrines. You know that your reli- 
gions cannot bear critical investigation, and therefore you 
‘sre cunning and cautious enough to keep them from that 
ordeal, which would very soon tend to their total ex- 
tinction. ; 


But why should you teach doctrines to the people 
which are contrary to reason? Is reason not a divine 
gift P Does it not immediately proceed from our Ma- 
ker P | Is it not then a divine criterion whereby to judge 
of things? Is it not the mariner’s compass of human 
action? Why then deny its jurisdiction? Why deny 
its authority P Is it not saying to the Deity, Tuke your 
reason, we want none of tt? But what evidence have 
you that the Bible is a divine gift? We know that it is 
possible for men to forge such a book. We know that 
amongst mankind, there are a score of books of a similar 
kind, all professing to come from the Deity, yet all de- 
cided forgeries. Why then hesitate between reason and 
the Bible, or rather, why prefer the Bible to reason ? 
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Can any man forge reasonP Are we not sure that ¢ 
comes from the Deity? But are we equally sure that 
the Bible comes from the Deity? If then the one is 
at variance with the other, as every man must confess 
they are, to which ought we to adhere? Does a mo- 
ment’s reflection not tell us Reason ? 


‘I am determined, as far as my power extends, to put 
down the Bible. You are evidently incapable of defend- 
ing it. It is evidently contrary to reason, or you would 
never be afraid to have it examined in your churches and 
chapels. A great writer says, It is error only, and not 
truth, that shrinks from inquiry. And why should you 
continue to preach that to the people which cannot be de- 
fended P Why should you continue to promote a belief 
in that which cannot be supported by argument? Why 
should you, in short, continue to deceive people? Have 
the human race not been deceived long enough with the 
Bible? And have they not suffered long enough from 
the erroneous principles it inculcates P Every good man 
is interested in the suppression of the Bible. It, and such 
like books, are the only barriers in the way of raising the 
people from their present low and degraded condition. 
You have instilled into the minds of the people, that they 
are in that state of life to which tt has pleased God to 
call them, and that human nature is corrupt, or “ rotten 
to the very core,” and the mass of the people, in conse- 
quence, make no effort to improve their condition, believ- 
ing the attempt to be fruitless, and contrary to the will of 
God. You have told them that they are prone to evil, 
that they are vicious by nature, and the consequence is, 
being surrounded with every evil circumstance, resulting 
from the present order of things, they fall into vice and 
misery of every description. 


Until you allow questions to be asked at the conclusion 
of your discourses, in your churches and chapels, I can 
never believe that you sincerely believe the Bible to be 
true, and capable of argumentive defence. The more 
truth is agitated the brighter and more brilliant it will 
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appear, and the fact of you dreading inquiry, if it be not 
a proof of imposture, warrants a suspicion that all is not 
right. If your Bible be true, what have you to fear? 
Can truth be injured by examimation? Does any man 
dread the examination of the facts, that sugar is sweet, — 
or that the sun exists? Why then dread the examina- 
tion of your religious dogmas, if they be equally true P 


In my next Letter I shall enter upon an examination 
of the New Testament. I have shown that the Old Tes- 
tament is a book of lies and absurdities, and as much the 
word of God as the Arabian Nights or Gulliver’s Tra- 
vels; and the same I intend to do with regard to the 
New Testament. I do not deny that such a person as 
Jesus Christ ever existed. I have strong reason to be- 
lieve that he did exist ; but that he was of divine origin, 
or the Son of God, any more than I am, or any body 
else is, I flatly deny. Paley, in his Evidences of Chris- 
tianity, occupies a great deal of his work in proving that 
Christ and his souls had a real existence. Now, what 
does this amount to? Does it prove the truth of the 
Christian religion? By no means. Christ was a man 
endowed with a strong feeling of benevolence, and having 
no intellect, but on the contrary possessing a state of mind 
similar in some respects, although in many superior; to 
Johannah Southcot, or mad Thom of Canterbury, or 
many others that might be named, he adopted the course 
he did to improve the condition of his fellow-men, whom 
he saw in vice and misery. And if we have characters 
of this description rising up in our own day, pretending 
to divine origin, and gaining converts, what are we to 
expect in the dark ages, when men generally, in rela- 
tion to their mental condition, were not above a step in 
advance of monkiesP Was it not likely that Christ 
should gain couverts, and that those converts should 
be numerousP The fact is, in all ages of the world 
we have had Christs rising up, not only after the Christ 
of the New Testament, but before him, and we always 
will have, until mankind are raised from their present 
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animal condition, until their minds are cleansed from 
the dirt and trash of the Priesthood, and cultivated in 
a manner to develop the noble faculty of REASON, 
which alone ought to guide mankind in all their move- 


ments. 
I am, &c. 


C. J. HASLAM. 


Salford, May 26th, 1839. 
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REV. SIRS, 


According to the announcement in my last Let- 
ter, I shall now enter upon an examination of the New 
Testament. This portion of the’ word of God contains 
the history of a person called Jesus Christ, who it pre-. 
tends, was the Son of God; and who was sent into the 
world by his Father’ to save people from their sins. It 
records a great many things relating to Jesus Christ, 
which: you say, if we do not believe, we shall perish ever- 
lastingly hereafter: Now I engage to show, that all these 
relations respecting: Jesus Christ, so far as they clash 
with the physical laws of the universe, are mere fable and 
falsehood, totally unfit for the belief of ae mind the least 
approaching to rationality.. 
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You tell us that in consequence of the fall of man, or 
the circumstance of Adam and Eve eating an apple, the 
Deity conceived a feeling of wrath (although he is a being 
without passions) towards the whole human family, and 
this wrath continuing to operate for thousands of years, 
although the Lord was infinite in love all the time, the 
Deity at last thought proper to send his ‘‘ only begotten 
son,’ and allow him to be put to death in the most bar- 
barous manner, and this for the purpose of appeasing his 
anger towards the human race, in consequence of Adam 
and Eve eating an apple contrary to his orders. What 
had the human race to do with Adam and Eve eating an 
apple ? And what a monstrosity to suppose, that the 
Deity required the murder of his own Son, before he 
would give up the anger and resentment he felt towards 
the human race for a sin they never committed! But I 
contend that this connection between the fall of man, as 
it is called, and the sacrifice of Jesus Christ, is a mere in- 
vention of your own, to serve your own fraudulent pur- 
poses. Where is there a passage, either in the Old 
Testament or in the New, that authorizes such a con- 
nection? It is a mere fiction, a part of your stock 
in trade which you use to deceive and impose upon 
mankind. _ 


I do not intend, in this examination to trouble my- 
self about what are ealled eternal evidences. What 
little external evidence you have in your favour, you 
have forged it, and what there was in iny favour, your 
cunning predecessors have suppressed it. And lest the 
readers of these Letters should doubt this; I will here 
adduce two or three éxamples. In the writihgs of Jo- 
sephus, the Jewish historien, who was born in thé year 
37, there is & passage to the effect, that Jesus Christ 
was a wise man; that he performed miracles, and that 
having been crucified and buried, he rose from the dead, 
and ascended inte heavén; which was important testi- 
mony in favour of Jesus Christ to come from Josephis, 
who lived so near to his time. It was notorious, how- 
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ever, that Josephus was a Jew, and how he could 
entertain these sentiments of Christ, and at the same 
time continue in this persuasion, seemed a paradox to. 
many. This caused the passage to be suspected, as an 
interpolation or forgery; and at length it was charged 
upon Christian writers as such, They however denyed 
it, and contended that the passage in question was just 
as much the writing of Josephns as any other passage 
in his work, and the question caused mych controversy 
for some time. At last the weight of evidence for the 
eontrary position being so strong, the Christian writers 
yielded, and confessed the fraud; they actually acknow- 
ledged that the passage had been forged for the purpose 
of promoting a belief in the Christian religion; and 
amongst the number who bear evidence to this infamous 
fraud on the part of Christian advocates, are the names of 
Dr. Lardner, Bishop Warburton, Le Clerp, Vandall, and 
some others, all distinguished advocates of the Christian 
religion, | | 

Can any one donbt the forging capabilities of priests 
after this? And ean any man rely with certainty on 
the truth of the Bible with this fact starmg him in the 
face? Having thus shewn thet a portion, at any rate, 
of what you call external evidence is a forgery, and all 
of us being aware, that if a priest can forge one piece 
he can forge two, 1 shall now proceed to show, that 
the eal evidence in my favour, your roguish pre- 
decessors have suppressed. 

In the second century a philosopher of the name of 
Celens, seeing the rapid spread of the pernicious super- 
stition, which Tacitus calls Christianity, and feeling a 
strong desire to check the progress of a system so mis- 
chievous in its tendency, tor Tacitus says, the Chris- 
tians were “a set of people who were holden in abhor- 
rence for their crimes,” and that their distinguishing 
characteristic was a hatred to all mantind, Celsus, I~ 
say, seeimg the rapid spread of this pernicious super- 
stition, wrote a work for the purpose of exposing its 
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folly and madness. No sooner, however; did the work 
make its appearance, than it was assailed by the priests 
of that day, and the character of priests being uniform 
through all generations, they at last succeeded in con- 
signing every copy of this work to the flames. Por- 
phyry, the Emperor Julian, and several others wrote 
works for a similar purpose, but they all met the same 
fate. Had we these works now, they would tell us some- 
thing of importance in relation to your religion, but 
your predecessors, being as crafty as yourselves, took 
care to destroy them. And why did they destroy them? 
Why did the Priesthood destroy these works, if they 
did not contain matters calculated to upset their per- 
nicious superstition? Why did they consign them to 
the flames, if they did not expose something to the peo- 
ple which they wished to withhold from the people P The 
fact of these books being committed to the flames, is a 
proof of the imposition of your religion. And you have 
the conscience too, to boast of Christianity having with- 
stood the attacks of a Porphyry and a Celsus! Had you 
answered their works as rational men, and not as barba- 
rians, you might have had cause for boasting, but as it is 
decency commands you to be silent. 


Having thus shown, Rev. Sirs, that the external evi- 
dence in support of Christianity has been forged, and that 
the external evidence against it has been suppressed, | 
shall now proceed to what are called internal evidences. 
T shall take the New Testament as a chemist would take 
a piece of metal represented to Be gold.’ The chemist 
would pay .very little attention to what this man said or 
that man said; or what this man told that man, or that 
man told this man. He would not believe the metal to 
be gold, because external evidence represented it as such. 
He would subject the metal to a chemical analysis, and 
rely only upon internal evidences. And so will I with 
respect to the New Testament. The New Testament, I 
am told, is a revelation from heaven, it is the sacred 


word of God. Now if I find, by subjecting it to a ra- 
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tional analysis, that it is not the word of God, but that 
on the contrary, it is the word of fanatics and impostors, 
and highly offensive to God, then I conclude with the 
chemist, that the metal instead of being gold, as external 
evidence represented it, it is an alloy of various sorts of 
gross metals without a particle of gold in its composition. 
The word of God ought to possess characteristics which 
no other word possesses, as gold possesses characteristics 
which no other metal possesses. God is infinite in wis- 
dom, and therefore infinite wisdom ought to be displayed 
in the Bible. The word of God ought to be as superior 
to the word of man, as infinite wisdom is superior to finite 
wisdom. But is this so? Does the word of God pre- 
sent this contrast with other books P Is infinite wisdom 
manifested in the Bible? Instead of this being the case, 
it is inferior to the works of men, for it abounds with 
gross displays of ignorance, and glaring contradictions and 
absurdities. The Bible, in short, so far from manifesting 
the attributes which we ascribe to the Deity, contains 
more ignorance, more nonsense, more indecency and ob- 
scenity, and more vulgar trash than any book that I know 
of. How then can it be the word of God? But let me 
proceed to the Gospel according to St. Matthew. Mat- 
thew commences his Gospel with a string of stuff about 
one man proceeding from another man until he comes to 
a man called Jesus, and then he says :— 


‘“< Now the birth of Christ was on this wise: When as 
his mother Mary was espoused to Joseph, before they 
ame together, she was found with child of the Holy 
Ghost. : 

« Then Joseph her husband, being a just man, and not 
willing to niake her a public example, was minded to put 
her away privily. 

‘«¢ But while he thought on these things, behold, the an- 
gel of the Lord appeared unto him in a dream, saying, 
Joseph, thou son of David, fear not to take unto thee 
Mary thy wife: for that which is conceived in her is 
of the Holy Ghost. 
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« And she shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call 
his name Jesus: for he shall ‘save his people from their 
sins.” Matthew, ch. I. vs. 18-2t. 


Would any body credit that this is the foundation of 
the Christian religion? Joseph dyeamed so and so, and 
therefore we are to believe so and so. We are to take a 
man’s dream for evidence. Suppose a witness in a court 
of justice were to say, “I dreamed that the prisoner at 
the bar stole the articles for which he is accused,” what 
would the court say to him? Would they not take him 
fora madman? Yet precisely the same sort of evidence 
has swayed the minds of millions of men, and that ona 
subject infinitely of more importance. It was no uncom- 
mon thing for Mary to be with child by some other than 
her husband, but it was a very uncommon thing for that 
other to be the Holy Ghost. Suppose some one had 
whispered in: Joseph’s ears, whilst he wgs sleeping, a 
friend of Mary's for instance, for it was her interest to 
have done it, and repeated the words which he supposed 
the angel of the Lord repeated, would Joseph have known 
any difference? Yet this is the evidence that satisfies 
the minds of millions of Christians that Jesus Christ is 
the Son of God, a silly old man’s dream, and this is the 
mighty rock on which the Christian religion rests! As 
Paine says, “I do not believe in my own dreams, and 
I should be alfurd indeed to believe in the dreams of | 
others.” | 


T do not charge your order with forging this tale about 
“Mary and the Holy Ghost, although it was posmble, and 
although priests were quite capable of it. Very hkely 
Joseph dreamed what Matthew says he did, and very 
Fikely he believed his dream to be true. We have all 
strange dreams at times, but few of us pay much at- 
tention to them. Not above half-a-dozen years since 
‘something of the same kind ‘took place at Ashton-under- 
line, amongst the followers of Johannah Southcote. A 
number of young women were in a condition similar to 
that of Mary, and the whole body of these simpletons be- 


\ 


7 


lieved that each of them would give birth to a Shiloh or 
Saviour. Their priest, to whom the young women were 
indebted for their condition, told them that a Shiloh was 
about to be born, having adopted this mode to produce 
one, and they believed it as sincerely as the simpletons of 
old believed the tale about Mary and the Holy Ghost. 
Now if we have impositions of this kind rising up in our 
own day, what are we to expect when men were a thou- 
sand times more ignorant; when men, in fact, in relation 
to their intellects, were little superior to monkies, Mat- 
thew then says :— | 


‘¢ Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled 
which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, 

“© Behold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring 
forth a son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, 
which being interpreted is, God with us, Matthew, 
ch. I. vs. 22, 23. 


If any thing ever had a-tendency to show the imposition 
of priests, this has that tendency. Here is a passage. 
taken from Isaiah, ch. Vil. v. 14, and called a prophecy 
of Jesus Christ, although it has no more reference to him 
than to the Shilohs of Ashton-under-line just referred to. 
The child spoken of in the passage was born immediately 
after, as Isaiah tells us, which was more than seven hun 
dred years before Christ; and if this be disputed, take 
the following passage, ch. IX. v. 6 :— 


. F or unto us « child is born, unto us a@ son ts 
given.’ 


Would Isaiah say, a child is born, if it was. not born P 
Yet, notwithstanding these direct terms, priests have cut 
away the passage which had reference to this child, and 
stuck it into the New Testament under the pretence that 
it had reference to Jesus Christ. Nothing can equal 
their fraud. The child spoken of hy Isaiah was sent. as 
asign to Ahaz king of Judah, who was engaged ina 
war with the kings of Israel and Syria, and its birth 
was to indicate (so Isaiah says) that Ahaz would be suc- 
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cessful in the contest. “What nonsense would it have been 
in the Lord, to give a man a sign that he should be pre- 
served from danger, and this sign not present itself until 
seven hundred years after, which was the period of 
time from Ahaz to the birth of Christ? Would the 
sign be of any use to Ahaz, who would be dead seven 
hundred years before it was visible? Suppose, for in- 
stance, I were in difficulties, and suppose a friend were 
to promise me that he would give me a sign as an indi- 
cation that at the time it appeared I should be delivered 
from these difficulties, and suppose the sign did not pre- 
sent itself until seven hundred years after I was dead, 
would I be much benefitted by the sign? You seem to 
care not what absurdities you ascribe to the Deity, as 
long as you promote your own interests, and live in idle- 
ness at other people’s expense. 


This then being the case, the passage quoted by Mat- 
thew from Isaiah having direct reference to the circum- 
stances. which belong to the time at which it was written, 
and having no more reference to Christ than it has to me 
or any one else, how are we to characterize your conduct 
in pretending thatit is a prophecy of Christ, when you 
must know that it is no such thing? Can we call such 
conduct honest? Is it not an evident demonstration of 
your fraud and imposition ? 


I have before me a Tract entitled, The substance of 
Leslie's short and easy method with the Deists, and in 
endeavouring to prove the truth of Christianity, he quotes 
a number of passages from the Old Testament, which he 
says are prophecies of Jesus Christ. How men pretend- 
ing to morality can exhibit such a total disregard of truth, 
and such perfect dishonesty and want of principle, | am 
at a loss to conceive. This Leslie, after quoting a num- 
ber of passages from Psalms and the book of Zachariah, 
and after making them correspond with passages in the 
New Testament concerning Jesus Christ, with a great 
deal of assurance thus observes :—. : 
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' © Thus do the prophecies of the Old Testament, with- 
out variation or ambiguity, refer to the person and 
character of Christ. es 


The fact is,: - these passages have no more reference to 
Jesus Christ "than they have to the child yet to be born, 
and I feel confident that Leslie must haye known this. | 
He imagined, | suppose, that by placing these passages in 
connection, and pointing out a semblance, that this would 
be- enough for the multitude. He never calculated that, 
they would give themselves the trouble of referring to. 
these pretended prophecies, and ascertaining whether they. 
really had reference to Christ or not. He supposed that 
this would be enough to gull the people, and I am sorry 
to say that his calculations have been in a great measure. 
correct. Now, however, the people are beginning to open 
their eyes. They do not,.in these days, so readily ac- 
quiesce in all that is told ‘them by their “ betters; ” they 
are beginnjng to think and examine for themselves; and 
as soon as the people universally do this, the days of 
priests are at an end. 


In order that the readers of shade Letters may not sup- 
pose that I am misrepresenting this Leslie, I will just 
refer to one ‘of his pretended prophecies. The first he 
notices, he says,. is in Psalms, LX1X. v. 21, as follows :— 


“« They gave. me gall to eat, and vinegar to drink. 
According to my Bible it is :-— | 
“They gave me also gall for my meat; re in my 

thirst they gave me vinegar to drink.” 


’ Now Leslie says that this isa prophecy of Christ, aid 
that it corresponds with the treatment received by Christ, 
spoken of by Matthew, ch. XXVII. v. 34, as follows :— 


“They gave him vinegar to drink mingled with gall : 
and when he had . tasted thereof, he would not drink.” 


Nothing: could be a greater piece of fraud than this. 
The passage from Psalms were words spoken by David, 
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and expressive of the treatment which, observe, he had 
actually received; and therefore could haye no more 
reference to Christ, than the circumstance of a pereon 
being ill treated in these days, could have reference to 
a person being il! treated a thousand years hence. A io 
phecy is a prediction of some event which is to take place 
tn future, but this of Leslie's describes the event as 
being actually passed. “They gave me,” says David, 
which, if jt had been a prophecy, would have been ‘‘ They 
shall give." Besides, here is the pronoun “ me;” who 
does this apply toP ‘To Christ? Did Christ live seven 
hundred years before he did liveP And did he aay, 
“They gave me vinegar to drink &c.” seven hundred 
years before they did give him vinegar to drink? The 
fact is, as every man must see, the “me” applies to Da- 
vid, who was describing to the Lord what he had suffered, 
and he was imploring the Lord to deliver him from those 
sufferings. The very heading of the chapter declares 
this, which is,— | 

“‘ David complaineth of his affliction. He prayeth 
for deliverance. He devoteth his enemies to destruction. 
Ha praiseth God with thanksgiving.” 

This is the heading of the very chapter contaiming the 
“prophecy,” and yet it relates to Jesus Christ P The 
fraud of this Leslie is here made manifest, for if it was 
Jesus Christ and not David, here we have Jesus Christ 
devoting his enemies to destruction, which is the ve 
opposite of Christ’s character, for he held that we should 
forgive our enemies, and even love them; so that this 
Leslie, in his eagerness to prove the truth of the Christian 
religion, proves Christ to have been absurd and inconsis- 
tent. And again, in the very same chapter containing 
the prophecy, we have the following passage :— 

““O God, thou knowest my foolishness, and my sins 
are not hid from thee.” 

Now if the passage called a prophecy relates to Jesus 
Christ, this also relates to Jesus Christ, for they were 
both spoken by precisely the same person; so that this 
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Leslie, besides proving that Jesus Christ was absurd 
and {nconsistent, actually proves him to have been a 
fool, ot at least to have been guilty of foolishness, for 
here Christ is made to say himself, “O God, thou 
khowest thy fookshness ;” and all this toe, Leslie does in 
the very act of proving Christ to have been the Son 
of God! In his stupid and inconsiderate hastiness, how 
he misses the mark lie aims at! And he has the modesty 
too, to call his work a Short and casy method with the 
Deists? This is enough to show this man’s fraud. 


_ To return to the Gospel of St. Matthew, the following 
is the next passage worthy of a little notice :— 


<¢ Now when Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea in 
the days of Herod the king, behold, there camte tise tren 
from the east to Jerusalem, : 

“ Saying, Where is he that is born King of the Jews? 
for we havé seen his star in the east, and are come to 
worship him.” ch. 11. +8. 1,2. | 


Very wise men they must have been, to come from the 
east to worship a child just come mto existence! And 
they saw “his star” in the east too; and this star Mat- 
thew says a litle farther on,“ went before them, till it 
came and stood over where the young child was.’ Does 
Matthew pretend that one of the stars came down from 
the heavens, and becaine a sort of lantern? Was Mat- 
thew such a simpleton as to suppose that a star, which 
appears a sort of ight at a distance, would appear just the 
same when close at hand? This shows the ignorance of 
your inspired writer. Matthew, like his inspired prede- 
cessors, knew nothing about stars being suns and planets, 
and bodies of that description. He, like Moses, thought 
that they were merely lights hung down from heaven, 
some sort of lamps for the convenience of the creatures 
on this earth, and that God, having strings to each, 
could move them about wherever he pleased. Strange 
that men inspired with infinite wisdom should be so ig- 
norant of the science of Astronomy. = 
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Matthew then tells us, that Herod the king, hearing 
of these things, that is to say, of the star and such hke, 
demanded of his priests, where Christ should be born; 
and they told him, “1n Bethlehem : for thus it is written 
by the prophet, 4nd thou Bethlehem, in the land of 
Judea, art not the least among the princes of Judea ; 
for out of thee. shall come a Governor, that shall rule 
my people Israel.” Now here Matthew again betrays 
himeelf; for he says that the Jewish priests told Herod 
that Christ should be born in Bethlehem, for, say they, 
“thus it is written by the prophet,” repeating the pro- 
phecy, which amounts to a declaration, that they ac- 
knowledged the divine character of Christ, which their 
subsequent conduct proves they. did not, do. Besides, 
this is no more a prophecy of Jesus Christ, than that 
of Leslie’s. The passage is taken from. the book of Micha, 
ch. V. v. 2, and relates'to matters and circumstances 
which existed hundreds of years previous to Christ. 
The very fact of the “prophecy” saying, “out of thee 
shall come a Governor that shall rule my people Israel,” 
is quite suffftient to show that it had no more reference 
to Christ than it had to a goose: Was Christ ever 
a Governor? And did he ever mile “‘ my people Is- 
raelP” ‘When, Sirs, wall you be ashamed of such 
‘4impositions P | i — a Tas 
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Although TI believe in the existence of Jesus 
Christ, I do not believe, as some people do, that he was 
an impostor. I do not believe that in performing his 
miracles, he arranged his matters beforehand, aa on 
suitable occasions acted the part of a juggler. I do not 
believe, for instance, that in restoring sight to the blind, 
he previously had fish’s scales gummed to their eyes, and 
when an opportunity offered he would dexterously re- 
move the scales, which would give them the appearance 
of having newly acquired their sight. I do not believe 
in these tales about Jesus Christ, although they are re- 
lated of him. I believe that Christ's miracles were some- 
thing like Mahomet’s miracles, they were never performed. 
It is much easier for men to tell lies, than to perform 
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miracles ; and it was quite as easy for priests to tell lies 
about Jesus Christ, as to tell lies about Mahomet. Ma- 
homet, we are told, fed 30,000 men with the heart of a 
sheep, which far surpasses any of Christ's miracles ; he 
cut the moon in two; made fountains issue from his fin- 
gers; gave ‘speech to the brutes; caused himself to be 
followed by the forests, and saluted by the mountains. 
All these Mahomet did, we are told, and many other pro- 
digies ; and millions of people believe them, just in the 
same way that millions of people believe in the tales about 
Jesus Christ. It is quite easy for men to fabricate these 
things. There is no difficulty in telling lies; we witness 
men telling lies daily ; but when do we witness men per- 
forming miracles? The inference then is, that we have 
every evidence to believe that men tell lies, whilst we have 
no evidence to believe that they perform miracles. 


I believe Jesus Christ to have been an honest, sincere, 
and well disposed man, bent upon doing good; but that 
he failed in accomplishing this good in consequence of his 
ignorance of human nature; which ignorance I shall de- 
monstrate, as I proceed with my examination of the New - 
Testament. Let me ask here, what was Christ’s plan of 
regenerating the world P What were the means he adopt- 
ed to make man happy and virtuous? Merely the pro- 
mulgation of precepts; which is decided proof of his 
ignorance ; for so far from the people being virtuous and 
happy, they are more vicious and unhappy than they 
were when these precepts were first propounded. Are 
these precepts not preached to the people from every pul- 
pit in the land? And have they not been preached to 
the human race ever since the period of Christ's ex- 
istence, and even before his existence; for Christ is 
by no means the author of all these precepts, although 
they are ascribed to him. Do we then observe any 
improvement in the morals and condition of the peo- 
pleP Do we notice the people getting more virtuous or 
more happy, in consequence of this preaching of pre- 
ceptsP Decidedly not, but rather the reverse. What 
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stronger evidence can we have, then, of the ignorance of 
Jesus Christ with regard to the best means of promoting 
human happiness? And what can we want more to 
satisfy our minds as to whether or not he was the Son 
of God P 


Had Jesus Christ been the Son of God, he would 
have adopted other means than those he did to accomplish 
the object he had in view. Understanding human na- 
ture, he would have known that human beings were the 
creatures of their own organizations, and the circum- 
stances by which they are surrounded ; and to preach 
precepts to them when brutal and ignorant, and without © 
the necessaries of life, was vain and useless. And know- 
ing this, he would have made arrangements whereby the 
whole of the people would be furnished with every neces- 
sary and convenience of life. He would have enabled 
the people, by imparting to them the knowledge requisite, 
to furnish themselves with plenty of food, plenty of cloth- 
ing, convenient shelter, and every other requisite which 
their nature requires. And having dgne this, he would 
have done more to raise the human race to a condition of 
virtue and happiness, than any other power yet has done, 
whether human or divine. 


Only think of the miseries, the vice, and unhappiness, 
that would be put an end to in this country, if the people 
had an abundance of every thing necessary to gratify the 
wants of their nature. If the whole population were sup- 
plied with plenty of food and plenty of clothing, what an 
ay of miseries and evils would there not be put an 
end to! Would we, if this were the case, hear any thing 
about Chartism? Ye “ambassadors of the Lord,” it is 
you that are to blame for the excesses of Chartism. It is 
you that oppose, with all your force, the introduction of a 
system, that would give to every man, every thing neces- 
sary for his enjoyment; and furnish every requisite for 
the production of virtue and happiness amongst the people. 
It igs you that oppose the education of the people, al- 
though you are appointed for the express purpose of im- 
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parting that education; and it is in consequence of the 
want of this education, together with the want of those 
necessaries of life, which the human natere of the Char- 
tists impels them to seek after, that they have committed 
the excesses they have done. You therefore are to blame 
for these excesses, if blame can be attached to any party. 
The Chartists are a body of people, consisting, for the 
most part, of men worn down with excessive toil and hun- 
ger, to the last degree of human endurance. Their suf- 
ferings have become so intolerable that death is not more 
disagreeable than life, and the consequence is, they du not 
hesitate to expose their lives even to the gallows. Of 
what consequence is the gallows to a man, who is already 
being slowly murdered by toil and hunger and insult P 
Need we dread the one death any more than the other P 
No: and this is the condition of numbers of the Chartists 
at this present moment. Need we then wonder at their 
conduct P Need we be astonished at them firing the 
houses, and plundering the property of their bitterest op- 
ponents P 
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When men are reduced to a condition similar to num- 
bers of the Chartists ; when wrongs and insults are heap- 
ed upon them, until their existence is unbearable; when 
they can scarcely endure hfe any longer, but would as 
soon prefer death; then is the time that the affairs of a 
country assume a most serious aspect; then is the time 
that their can be safety for neither life nor property ; and 
then is the: time that the people ask themselves, whether 
they may not as well lose their lives in attempting to gain 
the objects for which they are contending, as lose them 
by remaining silent and submissive. This is the con- 
dition of numbers of the people of England at the present 
moment, and the consequence is, which we cannot wonder 
at, the Government are arming one half.of the people 
-against the other half, to keep them from violence and 
outrage. And this is the condition of England in the 
nineteenth century; after one thousand eight hundred and 
thirty nine years’ trial of the Gospel of Jesus Christ, to 
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produce “ peace on earth, and good will to men,” which 
he informed the world, would be the fruit of that Gospel. 
Peace on earth, and good will to men, have not been the 
fruit of that Gospel, and consequently Christ has failed 
in accomplishing the object of his mission, which is con- 
duct unworthy the character of Deity. 


Where, I ask, is the value of your religion? Where 
are its benefits P Where are its fruitsP What! after 
your religion has been preached to the people for nearly 
two thousand years; and after expending annually about 
20,000,000 of money to pay for this preaching, are the 
people in no better condition than to be armed against 
each other for deadly warfare? Is this a sample of the 
benign influence of your holy religion? Are these its 
blessed effects? It is evident that your religion is a fail- 
ure ; that the promises of Christ have not been realized ; 
that the object of his mission has not been accomplished ; 
that he has failed to execute that work for which he pro- 
fessed to appear in the world; that peace on earth, and 
good will to men, are no where to be found amongst us ; 
and that consequently, if Christ was the Son of God, and 
if God sent him into the world to perform this work, 
God is inadequate in power to accomplish the end he had 
in view. Are we then to believe this? Are we to be- 
lieve that God undertook a piece of work, and that he 
has failed to execute that work? And what else are we 
todo? Is there any peace on earth, or good will to 
men any where to be seen? And is it not now nearly 
two thousand years since Christ appearedP And has 
your religion not had full and ample opportunities of ef- 
fecting this, if it were capable of effecting it? What 
then are we to do? Believe that God is limited in power, 
although he is omnipotent P Such are your absurdities. 


I shall now resume my examination of St. Matthew's 
Gospel. In my last Letter I exposed your fraud and 
dishonesty, in pretending that certain passages in the Old 
Testament were prophecies of Jesus Christ. Nothing 
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in my mind appears more unprincipled than this. Instead 
of prophecies of Jesus Christ, they have not the slightest 
reference to him. They relate exclusively to matters ex- 
isting hundreds of years previous to Christ. They are 
not even in the form of prophecies; for they speak of 
things which are past, whereas prophecies can only relate 
to things which are future. Were it possible for you to 
be deceived with regard to these passages, I should not 
be so much concerned, but when they are so clear, so evi- 
dent and so plain, when not the slightest connection can 
be traced between them and Christ, I must believe you 
to be fanatical indeed, did I not believe you to be dis- 
honest. And you are men too, whose professed object it 
is, to promote morality amongst the people; to induce 
the people, by all the means in your power, to be pious, 
good and virtuous; and yet you set this example before 
them / 

Besides, were these passages in the Old Testament 
prophecies of Jesus Christ, that is to say, could we dis- 
cover a connection between the one and the other, this 
circumstance would by no means be sufficient to establish 
the truth of the Christian religion. We all know the ca- 
pabilities of priests. And did I not, in my last Letter, 
expose an instance, where priests had forged a passage 
concerning Jesus Christ, and introduced it into the works 
of Josephus P What confidence then can we have in 
priests? Or what confidence can we have in books 
which they wish us to believe in? If they can forge one 
passage, can they not forge two? If then the passages 
in the Old Testament really appeared to be prophecies of 
Jesus Christ, if we could see a connection between the 
one and the other, still Christianity would be wanting of 
support ; for the possibility and probability of priests hav- 
ing forged these passages, would exist in our minds, and 
this would always be sufficient to prevent us from be- 
lieving. 

There is one circumstance connected with these pre- 
tended prophecies which I have not yet mentioned, and 
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which is worthy of notice. .In almost every instance 
where these ‘“ prophecies” are mentioned in the New 
Testament, we find the observation, So and so was done, 
that it might be fulfilled. Matthew, for instance, after 
relating the transactions connected with the birth of Jesus 
Christ, says :— 

‘¢ Now all this was done, that tt might be fulfilled, 
which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet,” &c. ch. 
I. verse 22. 


So that according to Matthew, the persons, whose 
transactions he is recording, performed certain things in 
accordance with certain passages in the Old Testament, 
and this was called fulfilling the prophecies. One man 
said so and so would be done, and in order that he might 
not be a false prophet, another man would do it; he 
would perform the act mentioned in order to make him a 
true prophet. If this be the character of your prophecies, 
I have no objection to believe in as many as you please. 
We may have prophets in abundance at this rate. 
What is there to hinder me from prophecying, that next 
week a certain individual will go to London, and the 
week after he will again return to Manchester? And 
what is there to prevent that individual, if he wished to 
make me a true prophet, from doing thisP Yet this is 
precisely the case with the prophecies concerning Jesus 
Christ. Matthew, in ch. 11. v. 23, says:— 


“ And he came (meaning Joseph) and dwelt ina — 
city called Nazareth; that tt might be fulfilled which 
was spoken by the prophets, He shall be called a 
Nazarene.” 


In the first edition of this Letter, I said, Joseph, it 
appears, having seen this passage (He shall be called 
a Nazarene) in the Old Testament, went with Jesus 
who was then young, and dwelt in Nazareth, that they 
might call Jesus a Nazarene, and that this passage might 
apply to him. Since that time I have learned that such 
a passage as He shal{ be called a Nazarene, is no where 
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to be found in the Old Testament; so that according to 
the Old Testament, no prophet ever said that Jesus 
should be called a Nazarene; which places Matthew in 
a very awkward position, for he must either have forged 
this passage, or he must have seen it in some other writ- 
ings than those of the Old Testament ; and which it was, 
I leave for you to explain. I have not waded through 
the Old Testament myself in search of this passage; I 
state it on the authority of some of the most eminent 
Christians that have lived, both ancient and modern, in- 
cluding even a number of Saints. So that parties will be 
careful before they contradict what I say, to find the pas- 
sage in question. 

But even if this passage were in the Old Testament, 
what would it amount to? Would it be a prophecy of 
Jesus Christ? Matthew says, Joseph came and dwelt 
tn a city called Nazareth, that it might be fulfilled, &c. 
Is this a prophecy? And did it require infinite wis- 
dom to dictate such prophecies? Suppose I were to 
say, in some of my writings, He shall be called a Scotch- 
man, and suppose a few centuries hence, an English- 
man, wishing to fulfil my prophecy, should take his 
child into Scotland, which he might very easily do, in 
order that his child might be called a Scotchman, that 
child would just be as much the subject of my prophecy, 
as Jesus Christ is the subject of the prophecy, He 
shall be called a Nazarene. Such are your splendid 
evidences called Prophecies, in favour of the Christian 
religion. But I demand an explanation where Mat- 
thew got this prophecy, seeing that it is not in the 
Old Testament. 

Matthew, in the third chapter, gives us an account 
of a person called John the Baptist, as follows:— — 


‘In those days came John the Baptist, preaching in 
the wilderness of Judea, and saying, Repent ye! for 
the kingdom of heaven is at hand.” 


This man seems to have been a pure fanatic. He 
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might mean well; but the very fact of his coming with 
these words in his mouth, is quite enough to show that 
he was deranged in his intellects. Besides, what was he 
doing in the wildernessP And what good could arise 
from ejaculating, Repent ye! Repent ye! And as to 
the “‘ kingdom of heaven being at hand,’ what could he 
mean by that? The “kingdom of heaven,’ I presume, 
was as far off then as it is now, if any body knows 
what it is, or where it is. Fanatics of every description 
always deal in language of this sort. They never in- 
quire into the causes of the wickedness of the people, 
they never seem to suppose that people are influenced 
in their actions by the particular quality of their edu- 
cation, and the circumstances by which they are sur~ 
rounded ; and that in order to have good characters, 
it is necessary to give individuals a good education, 
and surround them with good circumstances, such as 
an abundance of all those things which the wants of 
their nature demand. Fanatics of every description, 
never seem to have ideas of this sort in their minds. 
They imagine that by bawling out the nonsense, “ Re- 
pent ye! for the kingdom of heaven is at hand,’ they 
can make the human race virtuous. And although ages, 
upon ages have passed away without the moral con- 
dition of the people being the least improved, still these 
well meaning simpletons cannot see that all labours are 
perfectly useless. They seem to be too dull to benefit 
by experience. Only imagine the amount of people that 
are continually engaged in ejecting this nonsense. In 
all the churches and chapels in the couutry ; and even 
on the high-ways people are rearing themselves up; and 
what is the amount of all their pious exertions? Why, 
as I said before, one half of the people are armed against 
the other half for bloody warfare. Can these people not 
see, that they might as well whistle to the wmdsP Are 
they so short of perceptive power as not to perceive, that 
if their twaddle has any effect, it has the effect of making 
the people morally worse ? 
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The language then of John the Baptist, is vain and 
. silly in the extreme; all language of the kind is vain 

and silly; precepts are vain and silly; the boasted pre- 
cepts of Jesus Christ, are vain and silly; the matter of 
both the Old and New Testament is vain and silly, if not 
mischievous. For the truth of what I eay, I appeal to 
the present condition of England, or any country wherein 
your religion is taught. Previous to the coming of Christ, 
could the people be in a worse condition, in a moral point 
of view, than that of being armed against each other for 
deadly warfareP And are not the people of England in 
this condition? Where then is the value of all your 
boasted precepts, and all your religion? Things ought 
to be valued by the amount of good they produce; and 
if your precepts and religion produce no good, it is evi- 
dent that they are valueless. 


Matthew then gives uz an account of John the Bap- 
tist baptizing people ; as follows :— 


. © Then went out to him Jerusalem, and all Judea, 
and all the region round about Jordon, 

“< And were baptized of him in Jordon, confessing 
their sins.” ch. III. vs. 5, 6. 


What rationality there could be in this, you ex- 
pounders of the Gospel could perhaps explain. I can 
see no rationality in baptizing people. And as to con- 
fessing ‘their sins, had they been virtuous people, they 
would have had no sins to confess. Then, says Mat- 
thew, cometh Jesus from Galilee to Jordon unto John, 
to be baptized of him. So Jesus the “Son of God,” it 
seems, must undergo this rational operation. One would 
have thought that he would have known better. And 
did Jesus confess his sings? Was the “Son of God” 
cleansed from his wickedness P There arose, however, a 
dispute between John and Jesus, as to whether John 
should baptize Jesus, or Jesus baptize John; and it ap- 
pears that it was at last agreed upon, that John should 
baptize Jesus. And Matthew says :— 
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« And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straight- 
way out of the water ; and, lo, the heavens were opened 
unto him, and he saw the spirit of God descending like 
@ dove, and kghting upon him : 

“« And lo a voice from heaven, saying, This is my be- 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” ch. 111. 16, 17. 


After Jesus was baptized, it appears, he rose out of 
the water like a balloon; so that with respect to his 
body, the law of gravity must have been suspended. As 
I said before, it is more likely that men should tell lies, 
than that this interruption should take place in the physi- 
cal laws of the universe. Men tell lies daily, but the 
laws of nature go on eternally the same. Did we wit- 
ness now and then, an interruption of these laws; did we 
witness, for instance, a body whose specific gravity is 
greater than that of the atmosphere, such as Christ was, 
rise up and disappear in the regions above, then there 
would be some likelihood in the tale; but when we have 
not on record an instance of this kind, except it be the 
tale of some priest, and we all know how disinterested 
they are in these matters, common sense tells us to re- 
ject all such tales, as beimg unworthy of credit. And 
‘the heavens were opened unto him” too; and he saw 
the spirit of God descending like a dove, and lighting 
upon him. What could Matthew mean by thisP Does 
he mean to say that the Almighty became a pigeon? 
What blasphemy against the Deity ! 


A few reasons why I reject these tales are, first, 
That they are in opposition to the laws of nature ; 
that they could not have taken place without a sus- 
pension or breaking of those laws. Second, that no- 
body relates them but priests and fanatics; and priests 
have an interest in relating them, and fanatics are de- 
ranged in their minds. Third, that there were thou- 
sands of people in the neighbourhood where these things 
are said to have taken place, and they did not believe 
them, according to yqur own accounts; and if they saw 
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no evidence for believing them, we may be well excused 
for not seeing it, after a lapse of nearly two thousand 
years. Fourth, that priests have already been convicted 
of forging tales about Jesus Christ, and inserting those 
tales in the works of their opponents, as I showed in my 
last Letter, and this being the case, who can have confi- 
dence in priests P For these, and many other reasons, I 
reject the tales in the New Testament concerning Jesus 
Christ. In my opinion, all the religions in the world 
are the joint productions of knaves and fanatics. 


I am, &c. | 


C. J. HASLAM. 
Salford, August 26th, 1839. 


Re-printed with Emendations, March 18th, 1841. 
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Rev. Sirs, -* 


You talk a great deal about the blessings of re- 
ligion, about the good it produces amongst the people ; 
I will relate a case which has come within my observation 
since the publication of my last. letter, which strongly 
illustrates this particular point. 


There is a woman not far from the place where I live 
in very distressed circumstances. She is a widow, and 
has two children to support with scarcely anything to 
support them with. She is -what is called a “very re- 
ligious woman ;” and she is in the habit of letting out her 
eldest child, who is a girl about twelve years of age, as a 
nurse girl, At a particular house where this girl was, 
the inmates happened to be “ Infidels.” The mother was 
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not acquainted with this until about three weeks after the 
time that her daughter went, but as soon as this appalling 
fact got to her understanding, she became greatly alarm- 
ed for her daughter's safety. The poor woman imagined 
that both her own soul, and that of her daughter’s, were 
in the utmost jeopardy. Without much delay, therefore, 
she instructed her daughter to give notice that she 
would leave. 


Now here is this poor simple woman, with scarcely 
any means of subsistance, getting sometimes, according 
to her own confession, but a meal a day, yet in conse- 
quence of the abominable nonsense you have stuffed into 
her mind in the shape of religion, she thinks it her duty 
to God not only to starve herself, but to starve her 
daughter also. Rather than allow her daughter to live 
in a house, the inmates of which differed from her in 
opinion, she would starve that daughter almost to death, 
and this, she thinks, is in accordance with the will of that 
power which gives life and energy to the universe. The 
God that sent her into the world would rather that her 
daughter died of starvation, than live with people whose 
sentiments differed from her own. Is this an instance of 
the blessed effects of religion? Is this a specimen of 
the good it produces amongst the people ? 


This woman in conversing with a neighbour observed, 
that “ Infidels,” or Socialists, “ had good principles, but 
they were bad people.” The poor woman im explaining 
said, that their moral character was good, but they had no 
religion, and therefore they were bad. She also said, and 
- this is such an instance of such extreme insanity, that it 
is scarcely credible, she said that when she is hungry she 
takes up the Bible, and the Lord fills her belly! Ye 
Ministers of the Gospel, how can you be comfortable 
under the reflection of having produced such insanity as 
this amongst the people? Is there no harm, think you, 
in deranging people’s minds in this manner? And are 
you to go on, think you, making such havoc as this upon 
the mental condition of the people, and: nobody to inter- 
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fereP Where, Sirs, is your right thus to deprive people 
of their senses? And is it anything short of depriving 
them of their senses? What must be the mental con- 
dition of a being who could give expression to a sentence 
such as that just mentioned? Can such a being be in 
possession of the least amount possible of common sense ? 
Governments are for the purpose of protecting the rights, 
and promoting the happiness of the people, or rather they 
ought to be, for what they are and what they ought to 
be, are as opposite as the poles; and my conviction is 
that the depredations which you, Ministers of the Gospel, 
are committing upon the mental condition of the people, 
ought to have been put a stop to long ago. 


Another instance of the mischievous effects of religion 
happened to myself not very long since. Wanting my 
hair cut one Sunday morning, I proceeded to a barber's 
shop for that purpose. On reaching the door the wife of 
the barber appeared, and said, ‘“‘ He never shaves on a 
Sunday.” I told her I did not want shaving, I wanted 
my hair cutting. ‘Oh! (she replied) he never does noth- 
tng on a Sunday but goes to chapel.” Oh, indeed! I re- 
joined, and admiring the efficacy of your instructions in a 
gyammatical point of view, [ asked, and how does that 
happen P She replied, “Because it does happen, and 
then shut the door in my face. What a specimen of 
Christianity! I thought to myself, and then went home. 
But here was I, in consequence of the silly stuff you 
instil into the minds of the people about their duty to 
God, compelled to go about all Sunday with my hair un- 
cut. You absurd beings, would it have given offence te 
the power that moves the universe, for one creature, on a 
Sunday, to have clipped a portion of hair off the head of 
another creature to make him more comfortable P And 
does God require that if any of his creatures should not 
have time on a Saturday night to get shaved, or their 
hair cut, they should go about on a Sunday in a dirty 
condition? To talk about God in connection with such | 
matters is abominable blasphemy. 
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But, Rev. Sirs, 3s there not an Act of Parliament 
which declares that a barber may shave on a Sunday, 
provided it be before nine o'clock in the morning P Why 
then this silly barber carry his religion to such an ex- 
treme P Why “never do nothing” on a Sunday but go 
to chapel P This Act of Parliament declares, in effect, 
the the Almighty will not be offended with his creatures 
if they get shaved and their hair cut before nine o'clock 
on the Sanday morning, but if they do these after this 
hour, then he will be offended. The Lord, I suppose, 
according to these people, carries a watgh about with 


Here then, Sirs, are two cases exemplifying the evil 
and mischievous effects of religion. The one a woman 
who would rather suffer starvation than allow her daugh- 
ter to live with people who entertain notions different 
from her own; and who has nothing to do, when she is 
hungry, but to take up the Bible, and the Lord fills her 
belly. And the other is a barber who“ never does noth- 
ing” on a Sunday but goes to chapel. Here are two 
cases (and there are thousands like them) where, in con- 
sequence of your abominable. stuff called religion, you 
have actually deprived people of their nght senses: you 
have made them insane, and fit only to be treated as lu- 
natics. Where, Sirs, I again ask, is your right to make 
such havoc as this upon the mental condition of the 
people P 


Having thus demonstrated that your religions, in 
their practical workings, produce evil amongst the peo- 
ple, I shall now resume my examination of the New 
Testament. I am not only proving, observe, that your 
religions are false, but I am proving that they are _pro- 
ductive of scarcely any thing but evil and mischief to 
the people. 


At the conclusion of my last Letter, I left off at that 
part of St. Matthew’s gospel where he speaks of Christ 
being baptized, and of him rising “straightway out of 
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the water; ’ and of the heavens opening unto him, and 
of God becoming a pigeon, and lighting upon him. Mat- 
thew does not tell us how Jesus came down again, or 
when, or where, but in the next chapter he says :— 


“Then was Jesus led up of the spirit into the wilder- 
ness to be tempted of the devil.” ch. IV. v. 1. 


What can this mean? Christ is God, yet here is God 
led about like some weak mortal to be tempted. But 
who was to tempt him? The devil. And who is he? 
Matthew then says :-— 


‘“‘ And when he had fasted forty days and forty nights, 


he was afterwards an hungred.” ch. Iv. v. 2 


One would have thought that a being that could fast 
for forty days and forty nights, could have gone on 
without eating. Not so, it seems, with the Son of God: 
he became hungry. Had he had the Bible by him, he 
might have taken it up and the Lord would have filled 
his belly, like the poor woman before mentioned. Mat- 
thew again says :-— 

“‘ Then the devil taketh him up into the holy city, and 
setteth him on a pinnacle of the temple.” ch. IV. v. 5. 


We are to believe, I suppose, that the devil carried 
him off in his claws, and set him upon the pinnacle. 
A pretty condition for the Son of God to bein. The 
devil then said to Christ, “If thou be the Son of God, 
cast thyself down.” (verse 6.) Christ, however, had 
more sense. Matthew then informs us :— 


“‘ Again, the devil taketh him up into an exceeding 
high mountain, and showeth him all the kingdoms of 
the world, and the glory of them.” ch. IV. v. 8. 


Matthew did not know that the earth was a sphere, 
and that it was possible only to see a small portion of 
the earth at once. He was like Moses, for all these 
iaspired penmen were wonderful astronomers, he imagin- 
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ed that the earth was a flat surface, and that by get- 
ting upon a pinnacle, or an “ exceeding high mountain,” 
he could see all over it at once; whereas the earth being 
a sphere, he could no more see all the “kingdoms of 
the world,’ than the smallest insect, placed upon the 
top of a ball, could see all over the surface of that ball. 
How Matthew’s ignorance of Astronomy has betrayed 
him ! 

With respect to what is called Christ’s sermon on the 
mount, which Christians look upon as a perfect master- 
piece in morals, although it. contains some good moral 
precepts, it consists for the most part of decided non- 
sense. It contains precepts which are impracticable, and 
others that are ridiculous. I allow that it manifests a 
disposition of benevolence, but it also manifests a mind 
of ignorance and irrationality. The first passage which 
I shall notice'is as follows :— 


“ But I say unto you, that whosoever is angry with 
his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the 
judgment: and whosoever shall say to his brother, 
Raca, shall be in danger of the council: but whosoever 
shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire.” 
ch, V. verse 22. 


Now Christ, if he had been a man of wisdom, ora 
God, as you pretend, would have known that it was 
impossible for a man to be angry with his brother 
without a cause, and therefore, to suppose that he could 
was a proof of his ‘ignorance. To be angry without 
a cause, is to suppose that effeets can exist without 
causes, which is an absurdity. Anger is a feeling, 
whether a rational one or not is another question, and 
some cause must have existed to produce that feeling. 
But perhaps Christ meant without, what he might con- 
sider, a justifiable cause; although it is with what 
Christ said, and not with what he meant that I have 
to do, for if he could not use language to make him- 
self understood, it only shows that he was not the 
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being you say he was. But suppose, for the sake of 
_ argument, that Christ did mean this, still he discovers 
a mind of ignorance. Anger results from an ignorance 
of the formation of character, and wherever it exists, 
it manifests irrationality. ‘The man who clearly un- 
derstands the formation of character, and who has been 
brought up under rational arrangements, never can be 
angry. Our characters are formed from the joint opera- 
tions of external circumstances and individual organi- 
zations, each acting and re-acting upon the other. No 
man has any power in selecting his organization, nor 
has he any power in selecting the particular circum- 
stances into which it shall be placed, and as his char- 
acter results from these, it is irrational to be angry 
with him whatever that character may be. It is our 
duty to improve the character, and it may be done by 
acting judiciously upon it, but not to be angry with 
it. Christ, therefore, in tacitly allowing the existence 
of anger in his morality, betrays a mind of ignorance 
and irrationality. 


And what does Christ mean by saying, ‘“ but who- 
soever shall say, thow fool, shall be in danger of hell 
fire?” What did he mean by “hell fire?” Did he 
mean “a dark bottomless pit, full of fire and brim- 
stone?” If he did, does he mean to say that if a man 
should happen to call another a fool, he is in danger 
of being sent to a place like that? This again bears 
evidence of Christ's ignorance and irrationality, and 
therefore he could neither be the Son of God, nor a 
wise man. 

Another passage worthy of notice is as follows :— 

“‘ Ye have heard that it hath been said, an eye for an 
eye, and a tooth for a tooth: 

“But I say unto you, that ye resist not evil; but 
_ whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to 
him the other also.” ch. V. vs. 38, 39. 


This is one of those precepts which I call ridiculous. 
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It is in direct opposition to nature. Every animal in ex- 
istence is endowed with a feeling of self-preservation, and 
to act in accordance with this precept, we must give up 
this feeling. Christ seems to have run from one extreme 
to the other. In the one case, he would send a man to 
hell fire merely for calling another a fool, and in the 
other, he would allow a man to murder him without the 
least resistance. In both cases Christ exhibits ignorance 
and irrationality. All existences are forced by their na- 
ture to avoid that which is painful, and to seek that which 
is pleasurable; and every existence implicitly yields to 
this force, whatever you may say of their liberty, or their 
free-will. To talk, therefore, about not resisting evil, 
and about turning the left cheek after you are struck on 
the right, is to give utterance to the most contemptible 
nonsense. To do so, would not only be acting in direct 
opposition to our natures, but it would-be yielding up the 
grand principle of self-preservation without which all ex- 
istences would soon be at an end. So much then for the 
wisdom of Christ. . 


But although, Rev. Sirs, I justify the resistance of 
‘evil, I by no means carry that resistance to the extent 
that you do; and it is strange enough, that m your pro- 
fessions you should resist not evil, and in your practices 
carry that resistance to the most barbarous extremity. 
My morality tells me that I may resist evil so far as is 
necessary to my own protection, but no further ; and this 
is the point where rationality ends, and irrationality be- 
gins. To ill treat a man merely to gratify the irrational 
feeling of revenge, is barbarous and brutal. 


To illustrate this point, suppose a man were about to 
do me evil, although I believe in the irresponsibility of 
man, I should consider myself justified in resisting that 
evil. I should not consider myself justified in punishing 
him, but I should consider myself justified in using those 
means which would prevent him from doing me evil. I 
should act entirely from the principle of self-preservation, 
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and not at all from the feeling of revenge. If his vio- 
lence towards me were such that my existence was in 
danger, I should consider myself justified in taking his 
existence; and this I consider is in perfect accordance 
with the principle of irresponsibility, and also with sound 
morality. Some may suppose that in thus resisting evil, 
I am making my assailant responsible, but I contend that 
I am not. I am merely exerting myself in such a man- 
ner as to preserve my existence, or to preserve myself 
from danger. I use no means but what are absolutely 
necessary for this, and I use no violence but what is re- 
quired to gain my object. Whereas in responsibility, 
punishment is used because the individual is deserving of 
it: it is used unnecessarily ; the individual has trans- 
gressed, and therefore he merits punishment. There are 
two principles which may actuate men in resisting evil, 
the one arising from the principle of self-preservation, 
regulated by a knowledge of the formation of character, 
and the other from the principle of responsibility. The 
one is a true principle, and the other is a false one. The 
one has never yet been practised in any age or country 
in the world, in consequence of the world’s ignorance ; 
the other has been practised in all ages, and in all 
countries. The one will lead to peace, virtue and hap- 
piness, and the other will lead, as we see it has led, 
to violence, outrage, and disorder. 


Having thus explained to you, the rational way of 
resisting evil, I shall now return to Christ's sermon on 
the mount. Christ says :-— 


‘“« And if any man will sue thee at law, and take away 
thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.” ch. Vv. v. 40. 


Could any thing be more ridiculous? But what irra- 
tional men you must be, to pretend that this is your 
morality, while you practice the very opposite! Ifa 
man were to take away your coat, instead of giving him 
your cloak also, you would give him a walk on the tread- 
mill. And as to Christ, he betrays here glaring incon- 
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sistency. In one part he says, “love your neighbours 
as yourselves ;”’ but here we must love them Jdetéer than 
ourselves; for to give a man my cloak after he has sto- 
len my coat, besides encouraging the practice of thieving, 
is sacrificing myself for the sake of my neighbour, which, 
if I loved him as myself, I could not do. Christ’s mo- 
rality, therefore, is absurd. 


But the most irrational part of Christ’s sermon on the 
mount is that where he endeavours to inculcate the idea, 
that we are to take no thought for the morrow.. He 
pretends that we are to seek first the kingdom of God, (if 
any body knows what it is), and that all our food and 
every thing else will be added unto us. Great numbers 
have been seeking the “ kingdom of God,” as they call it, 
ever since Christ appeared on the earth, have any of 
them yet found itP If they have, I should like to know 
_ where it is, and what it is like, and whether all their food 
and every thing else comes pouring upon them without 
any seeking after. ‘‘ And why (asks Christ) take ye 
thought for raiment? Consider the. likes of the field, 
how they grow; they toil not, neither do they spin; and 
yet I say unto you, that even Solomon in all his glory 
was not arrayed like one of these.” (ch. VI. vs. 28, 29,) 
Here Christ compares a man toalily. Because a lily 
has no occasion to run about seeking food and raiment, 
therefore man has no occasion. You talk about Social- 
ists reducing man to the level of a beast; here Christ 
reduces him to the level of a lily. But what a profound 
logician Christ must have been! because lilies neither — 
toil nor spin, therefore man need neither toil nor spin; 
and because they have no occasion to seek food, there- 
fore man has no occasion. Am I not justified then in 
saying that Christ was partially deranged ? 


I respectfully acknowledge that Christ was a benevo- 
lent man, but benevolence and partial insanity are often 
associated ; and this explains to us how it was that the 
religion of Christ originated. A favourite argument of 
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yours in support of your religion is, that a bad man 
would not propagate good principles, nor a good man 
propagate bad principles ; and therefore you assume your 
religion is true. But allow me to inform you, that an 
insane man would propagate either, and this explains to 
us the origin of all the religions in the world. Christ 
again says :— 

“* Behold the fowls of the air; for they sow not, neither 


do they reap, nor gather into barns; yet your heavenly 
Father feedeth them.” ch. vi. v. 26. 


Could any thing be more silly or extravagant? Be- 
cause birds do none of these, therefore man should do 
none of them. And because our heavenly Father feedeth 
birds, therefore he will feed us, without either sowing, or 
reaping, or gathering into barns. Only imagine the con- 
sequence of man doing none of these for a single year. 
And yet this is Christ's morality. This is the advice 
which we are to follow. What can we want more to 
establish the point at issue, that Christ was not the Son 
of God P 


From various parts of Christ's sermon on the mount, 
it is quite clear to me that he was ignorant of what mo- 
rality really is, and so appear to be the great bulk of 
Christians. Morality does not consist in words, nor in 
the practice of vain and ridiculous precepts, tz consists 
only in the practice of those actions which have a ten- 
dency to promote our happiness. But does Christ pre- 
tend that leaving off sowing corn, and gathering into 
barns, will have this tendency ? Or does he mean to say, 
that seeking only the kingdom of God is morality, and 
neglecting to provide ourselves with food or clothing P 
Is it not evident that if we were to practice Christ's 
precepts no these points, we should all be starving of 
hunger, and running about naked; and would these pro- 
mote our happiness P Where then is the boasted morality 
of Christ’s sermon on the mount ? 


When we wish to decide upon the morality or im- 
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morality of any particular action, or any particular pre- 
cept, we have only to ask ourselves, will it promote our 
happiness or our misery? If it tend to promote our 
happiness, it is moral or virtuous; but if it tend to pro- 
mote our misery, then it is immoral or vicious. This is 
the only standard whereby we can judge of morality or 
immorality, vice or virtue; and it is because Christ in- 
culcates precepts having both these tendencies, that I 
pronounce his.code of morals to be defective and absurd. 
Christ, therefore, was no more the Son of God than 
any of ourselves. 


I remain, &c. 


C. J. HASLAM. 
Salford, October 14th, 1839. 


Re-printed with Emendations, May 15th, 1841. 
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REV. SIRS, 


In looking over the Bible the other day, I met 
with the following passage :— 


“ For the living know that they shall die; but the 
dead know not any thing, neither have they any more 
a reward ; for the memory of them is forgotten.” 


This passage you will find in the book of Ecclesiastes, 
ch. IX. v.5; and yet you ministers of the Gospel enter- 
tain the idea, that there is a Heaven and a Hell hereafter; 
the one to reward the good, and the other to punish the 
bad. Is the book of Ecclesiastes not divine revelation P 
And does God not here declare that the dead have no 
more any reward? It is impossible to conceive irration- 


ality greater than that which you are here guilty of. 
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God here declares in his own book, that the dead have 
no more any reward, and yet you are preaching to the 
people the very contrary doctrine. You believe, in short, 
that the dead have no more any reward, and at the same 
time you preach that they will have a reward. 


But you are not only guilty of the gross absurdity of 
believing in one thing and preaching another, and be- 
lieving in two opposite things, but you have immodesty 
enough to charge those whom you call Infidels with en- 
tertaining notions which, it appears, your own word of 
God declares to be true, and you pour out all manner of 
abuse upon them, for daring to harber such notions. 
Might not these parties, if they really entertained such 
notions, appeal to the word of God in justification of 
their conduct P Might they not refer you to the book of 
Ecclesiastes, in which God declares expressly, that the 
dead know not any thing, and that neither have they 
any more a reward? Why abuse people for entertain- 
ing notions which are declared to be true by your own 
word of God, and which you yourselves profess to believe 
inP Why be guilty of such extreme irrationality ? 


And if you turn to ch. 11. v. 19 of the same book, 
you will.find that what befalleth a man befalleth a beast; 
as one dieth so dieth the other, and that a man hath 
no pre-eminence above a beast. And yet, although 
these are express declarations in God’s holy word, you 
actually accuse Socialists of entertaining notions which 
reduce man fo the level of a beast. Was there ever such 
a display of glaring inconsistency? Although the Bible 
declares that man hath no pre-eminence above a beast, 
and although you profess to believe this, you are absurd 
enough to abuse others, because you say (which is not a 
fact) they entertain the very same notions. I have de- 
clared it before, and I now declare it again, that of all 
mankind priests are the most unconscionably absurd. 


I shall now proceed with my examination of the New 
Testament. In my. last Letter, 1 showed that Christ's 
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Sermon on the mount, was not the code of ethics which it 
had been represented to be, that it was far from deserv- 
ing the high commendations which Christian commen- 
tators had bestowed upon it, that, although it breathed 
a spirit of charity and benevolence, it consisted in many 
parts of ignorance and irrationality. I shall now adduce 
more passages from the “sacred volume ” to show, that it 
is altogether a book of human composition, having no 
more connection with the Deity, than the most fabulous 
book extant. The passage to which I shall now call 
your attention is as follows :— 


‘< And when he (Jesus) was come to the other side 
into the country of the Gergesenes, there met him two. 
possessed with devils, coming out of the tombs, exceeding 
fierce, so that no man might pass by that way. 

‘* And behold, they cried out, saying, What have we 
to do with thee, J esus, thou Son of God P art thou come 
hither to torment us before the time ? 

‘And there was a good way off from them a herd of 
many swine feeding. 

‘‘So the devils besought him, saying, If thou cast us 
out, suffer us to go away into the herd of swine. 

_ And he said unto them, Go. And when they were , 
come out, they went into the herd of swine : and behold, 
the whole herd of swine ran violently down a steep 
place.into the sea, and perished in the waters.” Mat- 
thew, ch. VIII. vs. 28-32. - 


_ What can Matthew mean by allthis? Jesus, says 
he, met éwo possessed with devils. Two whatP And 
what are devils? And they cried out to Jegus, art thou 
come hither to torment us before the time? What can 
be the meaning of thisP Did Jesus intend to torment 
any body? And the devils besought Jesus, to suffer 
them to.ga into the herd of swine; which he did; and 
immediately upon entering the swine, the whole herd ran 
violently into the sea and perished. Was there ever such 
intolerable nonsense? And could Jesus not get rid of 
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the devils without drowning the pigs? And were the 
devils drowned also? If this be the case, devils must be 
some sort of physical animals, possessing organs of respi- 
ration, or how could they drown? And if they be phy- 
sical animals, how could they pass into the pigsP Such 
trash is truly monstrous, and disgraceful to rational 
beings. Another passage is as follows :— 


“ And Jesus went about all the cities and villages, 
teaching in their synagogues, and preaching the Gospel 
of the kingdom, and ‘healing every sickness, and every 
disease among the people.” Matthew, ch. IX. v. 35. 


If it be true what Matthew here says, that Christ went 
about teaching in their synagogues, it shows an amount 
of liberality on the part of Jews, very different from 
the liberality of Christians in these days. Would you 
allow the Socialists to “teach in your synagogues? The 
day is not far distant when you will be obliged to do this. 
Socialism is advancing so rapidly, that at soon the peo- 
ple will no longer listen to you; and unless you preach 
Socialism, that is to say, truths, instead of rank non- 
sense, they will be removing you, and getting those 
who will. The people are far before their teachers in 
intellect. It is astonishing to witness the ignorance of 
priests. But what are we to understand by Christ 
healing every sickness and disease among the people ? 
Was Christ a medical man, as well as a preacher of 
the Gospel? Did he carry about with him a box of 
drugs, and by administering them to the afflicted re- 
store them to healthP If this be the case, there may 
be some truth in the tale; but that he restored the 
diseased to health by some “ presto fly change,” like 
some juggler and his cups and balls, I reject as a 
falsehood. It is contrary to all our experience, and 
in direct opposition to nature; and to allow these to 
give way for the sake of an old tale, told by nobody. 
but priests, is an act of silliness indeed. Again Mat- 
thew says :— 
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«And when he [Jesus] had called unto him his 
twelve disciples, he gave them power against unclean 
spirtts, to cast them out, and to heal all manner of 
sickness, and all manner of disease.” ch. X. v. 1. 


In the passage before this we had devils, and now we 
have unclean spirits. In the name of rationality, what 
are these things? - Are they animals, or vegetables, or 
what are they? Do any exist now a-days, or is their 
race extinct P But is there no necessity now for person- 
ages like Jesus and his twelve disciples, to heal all man- 
ner of sickness and disease among the people? Are the 
people not afflicted with disease now as well as then? 
And why, at one age of the world, be charitable enough 
to cure all diseases, and at another age cease that charity 
altogether, and allow people to be sickened with nauseous 
drugs, and mangled with knives and lances. Is there 
any benevolence in allowing people to be carved to pieces 
while yet alive, merely for the want of two or three men 
like Christ’s disciples, who, by the repetition of a word 
or two, could restore people to perfect health? Could 
Christ not always leave a few men on the earth, possess- 
ing these powers ? or did his benevolence only extend to 
a certain distance? It is impossible to reconcile such 
proceedings with reason. The God of the universe is 
unchangeable and impartial, and to ascribe to him such 
unworthy proceedings as these, is to reduce him to the 
level of irrational beings like yourselves. Another pas- 
sage from Matthew is as follows :— 


«¢ And whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear your 
words, when ye depart out of that house or city, shake 
off the dust of your feet. 

“Verily, I say unto you, It shall be more tolerable 
for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah in the day of 
judgment, than for that city.” ch. X. vs. 14,15. | 


Such were part of the instructions which Christ gave 
to his twelve disciples, when he commanded them to go 
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forth into the world and preach, that the kingdom of hea- 


ven was at hand: and a grosser piece of inconsistency, 
in relation to the doctrines he propounded in his Sermon 
on the mount, never was exhibited. In that Sermon he 
says, return good for evil; love your enemies ; bless 
them that curse you; do good to them that hate you; 
and pray for them that despitefully use you, and per- 
secute you: and here, merely because the people will not 
entertain his disciples, those disciples are to shake off the 
dust of their feet at them, and it shall be more tolerable 
for the land of Sodom and Gomorrah than for such peo- 
ple. Can any one fail to see Christ’s inconsistency here ? 
On one occasion, he commands his disciples to return 
good for evil, and on another, to treat people in the most 
scornful and contemptuous manner. And why should 
people be punished because they object to receive Christ's 
disciples P Why are they to endure more suffering than 
the people of Sodom and Gomorrah, merely because they 
refuse to- listen to the balderdash of twelve fishermen ? 
Here is evidence that Christ was no more the Son of 
God than any of yourselves. Here is glaring inconsis- 
tency ; and to ascribe this to the Deity, is to betray your 
own insanity. Another passage‘ of a similar character 
is the following :— 


“Whosoever therefore shall confess me before men, 
him will I confess before my Father which is in heaven. 


_ * But whosoever shall deny me before men, Azm will I 
also deny before my Father which is in heaven.” Mat- 
thew, ch. X. vs. 32, 33. 7 


Is this returning good for evil? Is Christ not here 
again inconsistent ? Because a man should deny him, he 
will deny that man before his Father “ which is in hea- 
ven.” Why not return good for evil, as he professed to 
do? Does Christ, in his conduct, not exhibit the very 
reverse of his preceptsP To act, upon his precepts, he 
should exhort his Father to forgive the man who 
denied him ; but instead of this he returns the compli- 
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ment, by doing to the man what the man did to him ; he 
returns evil for evil, by denying the man, because the 
man denied him. More like the irrational conduct of 
yourselves, than the conduct of Deity. Christ continues 
according to Matthew :— 


“Think not that I have come to send peace on-earth ; 
I came not to send peace, but a sword. 

“ For Iam come to set man at variance against his fa- 
ther, and a daughter against her mother, and the daughter- 
in-law against her mother-in-law.” ch. X. vs. 34, 35. - 


Whatever Christ meant by this, you perhaps can ex- 
plain ; but any thing to my comprehension more abomi- 
,nable, I seldom ever heard. What!-is this the saviour 
of mankind? Is this he who came to bring “ peace on 
earth, and good will to men?” Is this the purpose of 
your “blessed Lord?” You men of absurdity, is it 
morality.to do these things? Is it morality to bring 
.swords among the people, and excite them to bloodshed P 
Is it morality to root up and destroy all family affections, 
and to sever those ties and sympathies which constitute 
the entire of our enjoyments? I cannot believe that 
Christ ever made use of such language. Christ, upon 


the whole, was a benevolent and well disposed man, and _ 


to ascribe to him such language as this, is a foul calum- 
niation of his character. 


But what shamefully inconsistent men you are! In 


your attacks upon the Socialists, you pretend that all 


their contemplated social arrangements, if carried into 
effect, would be attended with the most disastrous conse- 
quences’; that the finest feelings of our nature would be 
destroyed; that love and charity and kindness, and all 
the other social feelings would be completely annihilated. 
Why, if you believe that Christ used the language you 
attribute to him, what objection can you have to these 
things? Was Christ's object not to bring a sword instead 
of peace? And was it not to set son against father, and 
daughter against mother? And was Christ not your 
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Lord and Master? And are you not now engaged in 
completing work which he began? You absurd beings, 
where is the limit to your unreasonableness? Were not 
the intentions of Christ precisely the same as those you 
ascribe to the Socialists? And are such intentions to be 
condemned in the Socialists, while you approve of them 
in Christ ? If, in short, the exertions of the Socialists 
will tend to the annihilation of all family and social affec- 
tions, as you pretend they will, how can you consistently 
condemn them, while you approve of the intentions of 
Jesus Christ, declared by himself in the New Testament? 
“I come not (says he) to bring peace on earth, but a 
sword; to set a man at variance with his father, and a 
daughter with her mother;” and yet, in the face of this, 
you have first wickedness enough to ascribe similar inten- 
tentions to the Socialists, and then you have assurance 
enough to: condemn those intentions, although, too, you 
are servants of Christ, or ambassadors of Christ, as some 
of you call yourselves, and engaged in completing work 
which he began. Is there a mortal in existence, without 
powers sufficient to see the absurdity of priests ? 


Whether or not, however, Christ made use of the lan- 
guage which you impute to him, priests in all ages, have 
fully carried out the principle embodied in the language. 
Most truly have you brought a sword amongst the people 
instead of peace. Most truly have you excited the peo- 
ple to bloodshed, and been the means of destroying all 
family and social affections. Most completely have you, 
by your religious differences, set a man against his fellow, 
a son against his father, and a daughter against her mo- 
ther. You have indeed acted according to the letter and 
spirit of the text, and carried out in ful practice the ob- 
_ ject and purposes of your “divine Master.” 


Your days, however, are numbered. Thanks to the 
spirit of intellectual improvement, your reign is drawing 
to a close. You are fast losing your influence: daily 
and hourly people are falling from your ranks; and the 
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more you exert yourselves to retain your power, the 
sooner will the people discover the fraud and imposition 
which you practice upon them. Jesus again says accord- 
ing to Matthew :— 


“‘ And from the days of John the Baptist until now, 
the kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent 
take it by force.” ch. XI. v. 12. 


What! the violent take the kingdom of heaven by 
force? If this. be the case, you may drop your preach- 
ing at once, for, if people can get into the kingdom of 
heaven by a little violence, the wicked will have a chance 
of getting there as well as the pious; for who would 
scruple at a little violence in order to get into a place of 
everlasting pleasures and delights? And Christ says 
they can get there by violence, for, says he, the violent 
take it by force. A most powerful stimulent this to in- 
duce people to be pious! Will the wicked not say, 
“Tf we can get into the kingdom of heaven by a little 
violenee, where is the use of being virtuous?” And 
yet this is divine revelation. 


That the Bible is altogether the composition of fanatics 
or impostors, we have evidence from the fact, that the 
affairs of heaven bear a direct relation to the affairs 
amongst ourselves. Because’ we have kings and thrones 
on the earth, therefore there must be the same in hea- 
ven. The composers of the Bible have measured every 
thing by their own limited intellects; and not having 
any source for information on‘these matters, other than 
the things around them, , they have supplied the deficiency 
by representing heaven exactly as they saw things prac- 
ticed on earth ; and thus they have betrayed their knave- 
ry or Insanity. What comparison can there be between 
the Author of the univefse, and the feeble creature man, 
a mere atom of the universe? The one a power omnipo- 
tent, eternal, and immutable; and the other, compara- 
tively, no power at all, but a mere bundle of fibres, 
existing but for a day, and then swallowed up by the 
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ocean of elements by which it is.surrounded. Can there 
be any analogy between two such objects? None what- 
ever: and the fact of the Bible making this analogy, is a 
proof of its human composition. Matthew again imputes 
to Jesus the following :-— 


"« For oud of the heart proceed evil thoughis, murders, 
adulteries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blasphe- 


‘ . mies.” ch. XV. Vv. 19. 


More evidence that Christ was not the Son of God. 
Such language is absurd andignorant. Who told Christ 
that out of the heart proceed evil thoughtsP Did his 
Father tell him? The Deity could not tell him, for he 
would know better. Where then did Christ get the in- 
formation that thoughts proceed from the heart P Why, 
from the ignorant people around him; and with all his 
divinity, he knew no better. According to the advanced 
state of physiological knowledge, the thoughts proceed 
from the drain; the heart being altogether an organ of 
physical operation, like the lungs or the liver. Christ, 
therefore, in talking about shoughke proceeding from the 
heart, betrays his ignorance, and thus furnishes us with 
evidence that he was not the being you describe him to 
be. Another passage from Matthew is as follows — 


“ And behold, one came’ and said unto him (Jesus), 
Good Master, what good thing shall I do, that I may 
have eternal life. 


“ And he said unto him, Why callest thou me good ? 
there ts none good but one, that is God: but if thou 
wilt enter into life, keep the commandments.” ch. XIX. 
verses 16,17. ° 


Here is evidence against the doctrine of your Holy 
Trinity, as you call it. Christ here declares that there 
is none good but one, that is God, and that he himeelf is 
not good, for he asks, “‘ Why callest thou me good?” 
and yet you pretend that Christ is God, or part of God. 
If Christ is God, or part of God, and if he is not good, 
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as he declares himself, then God, or part of God, must 
consist of something which is bad. Can you explain 
thisP The next passage from Matthew is a most im- 
portant one, for it contains a prophecy of Jesus Christ 
which has never yet been fulfilled, and which events have 
proved to be false. It is as follows :— 


‘‘ Immediately after the tribulation of those days, shall 
the sun be darkened, and the moon shall not give her 
light, and the stars shail fall from heaven, and the 
powers of the heavens shall be shaken : es 
- And then shall appear the sign of the son of man in 
heaven, and then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, 
and they shall see the son of man coming in the clouds 
of heaven with power and great glory. 

‘And he shall send his angels with a great sound 
of a trumpet, and they shall gather together his elect 
from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the 
other.” ch. XXIV. vs. 29-31. © 


And, in order that the parties to whom Jesus was 
speaking might not be mistaken as to the time when — 
these things should take place, he says,— 


‘Verily I say unto you, This generatinn shall not 
pass, till all these things be fulfilled.” v. 34. 


By “This generation” Jesus meant the generation 
living at the time he was speaking; and that genera- 
tion has not only passed away, but hundreds of others 
besides, and not one of the things here enumerated has 
yet come to pass. When did the stars ever fall from 
heaven? And when did the son of man appear in 
the clouds? When did all the tribes of the earth 
mourn P And when did people ever either hear or see 
a nuniber of angels blowing a trumpet, gathering to- 
gether the elect, from the four winds of heaven P 
Never: and hence Jesus Christ is convicted of pro- 
phecying falsely from the word of God itself. Christ 


again says :— 
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' Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words 
shall not pass away.” ch. XXIV. v. 35. 


What! heaven shall pass away; that place of ever- 
lasting pleasures and delights? Never were there such 
absurdities as divine revelation. You absurd and irra- 
tional beings, how can heaven be a place of eternal 
bliss, if at some time, as Christ says, it will pass 
away P 

In my next Lettet, I shall proceed in the same way 
to expose Christ's ignorance, and your irrationality ; 
and in the mean time, 


I remain, &c. 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Salford, November 19th, 1839 


Re-printed with Emendations, March 25th, 1841. 
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REV. SIRS, 


Before I proceed to the arrest and crucifixion of 
Jesus Christ, allow me to make a few observations upon 
a passage quoted in my last Letter, p. 5, respecting Christ 
empowering his disciples to cast out “unclean spirits,” 
and to heal all manner of disease, and all manner of sick- 
ness. It appears that after the twelve fishermen got 
infused into them these wondrous powers, they were 
anxious to exhibit them in practice; and, accordingly, 
after looking for a subject on whom to operate, they fell 
in with a child possessed of a devil. So divine revelation 
informs us. The child, it appears, was much tormented 
by the devil, for it used to cause it to fall into the fire, 
and into the water. How then did the twelve disciples, 
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brim full of supernatural powers, relieve the child from 
its troubles? Why, its father says, speaking to Christ, 


‘“‘ And I brought him to thy disciples, and they could not 


eure him.’ Matt. xvii. 16. 


What! they could not cure himP These most won- 
derful men, full of miraculous powers, and divine inspira- 
tions, could not cure him? Could not cast out a single 
devil? And why could they not? But this is what per- 
plexed themselves. ‘They were confounded; for they had 
the utmost confidence in their powers. Jesus, then, in 
the presence of the apostles, commanded the devil to de- 
part out of the child; ‘‘and the child was cured from that 
very hour;” Matt. xvii. 18; upon which the disciples 
went to Jesus apart, and with great simplicity said unto 
him, ‘‘ Why could not we cast him out ?”” What block- 
heads they must have been! And how does Jesus get 
out of the difficulty? for he evidently was in one, seeing 
that he pretended he had given them these powers, and 
yet when they came to exercise them, they were as inno- 
cent of them as they possibly could be. Upon the whole 
I conceive Christ to have been a man of great benevo- 
lence ; but benevolent as he was, he was not altogether 
destitute of craft and cunning ; for in answer to the in- 
quiry of his disciples, as to why they could not cast out 
the devil, he says to them, “Because of your unbelief.” 
Now, what unbelief did Christ mean? Did they not 
believe that he was the Christ? And did they not 
believe that he had conferred upon them the power of 
casting out devils? Why did they attempt to cast out 
the devil, if they did not believe that they possessed the 
power? There is every reason to believe that they had 
entire faith in all Christ’s pretentions ; the fact of their 
going to Jesus apart, and asking him why it was that 
they could not cast out the devil, is a proof of it; and 
yet, notwithstanding this belief and faith, which Christ 
pretended would enable them to cast out devils, they 
found themselves as powerless as they were previous to 
seeing Christ. What then are we to think of Christ's 
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reply to the question of his disciples, that they could not 
cure the child because of their unbelief? Was it not a 
crafty shuffle to get out of the difficulty P Was it not 
a mere pretext to screen himself from the consequences 
arising from a failure of his ridiculous pretentions? It 
is very easy to say “ because of your unbelief;” but where 
is the evidence of it? There is every evidence to the 
contrary. The narrative proceeds :— 


“ Then touched he their eyes, saying, According to 
your faith be it unto you. 

“And their eyes were opened; and Jesus straitly 
charged them, saying, See that no man know it.” 
Matt. ix. 29, 30. 

Here Matthew tells us that Jesus opened the eyes of 
two blind men, and that after he had done so, he charged 
them to let no man know it. Now, how are we to ac-’ 
count for thisP Jesus pretended to convince people that 
he was the Son of God, by exhibiting supernatural pow- 
ers; and yet, when he pretends to have done something 
extraordinary, he cautions the parties not to make him 
known. Was it wise or rational in Christ acting in this 
manner? Did he not come into the world to save people 
from their sinsP And is it not necessary, before they can 
be saved from their sins, that they must first know and 
believe in Jesus Christ? And how can they know and 
believe in Jesus Christ, when Christ himself charged them 
not to make him known? If, I ask, the salvation of the 
people depended upon their knowing and believing in 
Jesus Christ, why did Christ not make himself known to 
the greatest extent in his power? Why did he caution 
the people to let “no man know itP” Explain these 
things, ye men of darkness and absurdity. Another ex- 
hibition of Christ's irrationality, is as follows :— | 


“ But I say unto you, That every idle word that men 
shall speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of 
judgment. 

“For by thy words thou shalt be justified, and by thy 
words thou shalt be condemned.” Matt. xii. 36, 37. 
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What did Christ mean by “idle wordP” dle, ac- 
cording to Walker, means lazy, useless, trifling, of no 
importance. Christ could hardly mean /azy word: he 
must therefore have meant, useless word, vain word, or a 
word of no importance. Does Christ then mean to say, 
that if a man should happen to give utterance to a useless 
word, he will have to give account thereof in the day of 
judgment? I pronounce Christ to have been a very 
irrational bemg. These are idle words, I presume, Rev. 
Sirs. Idle they may be in your estimation, but to niy 
conception they give expression to a truth; and so far 
from their being vain, or useless, or of no importance, 
they are words of the greatest consequence, for by these 
I hope to contribute some little in the way of rooting out 
of the minds of the people delusions that have caused their 
degradation and their ruin. And shall [ have to give an 
account of these “idle” words in the day of judgment ? 
If I have, what shall be my answer when I am asked 
why I made use of them? To the power that asks me, 
I shall say, because I sincerely believed them to be the 
truth; and because I believed that truth calculated to 
raise my fellow-men from the degradation and misery in 
which I saw them, in consequence of the delusions of 
priests. Ifa reply is made to me, that I had no business 
to make use of them, I shall answer, with all deference 
to the power that may be before me, that it was beyond 
my power to use other words. And if Christ be there, 
I shall tell him to his face, notwithstanding what he has 
asserted to the contrary, that it is beyond the power of 
'. any man to hold what sentiments he pleases, or change 
his convictions by the exercise of his will. If arguments 
be demanded in support of my position, I shall state, that 
the convictions of every man are instincts of human na- 
ture, beyond any man’s power to control; that they are 
the productions of our intellectual powers acting upon 
ideas gathered from external objects; that according to 
the quality of our intellectual powers, and the ideas accu- 
mulated in our minds, so will be our convictions; and as 
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the quality of our intellectual powers depends not upon 
ourselves, but upon the power that formed us, and as, 
also, external objects, which produce in us ideas, depend 
not upon ourselves, but upon those around us, it follows 
as a reasonable deduction that our convictions, which 
proceed from these, are formed within us independently of 
any power that we possess to prevent them. 


This then being the case, I hold it to be unjust in any 
power to punish me, whatever my convictions may be. 
To punish me under such circumstances, would be to 
punish me for that over which my will had no control ; 
and this I cannot believe a just God either can or will 
do. But, (turning my attention from Jesus to the Al- 
mighty) thou knowest these things to perfection. Thou 
hast given me all the powers that I possess; and thou 
knowest that it is only in accordance with these powers 
that I can think and speak and act. Thou knowest that 
when I err, it is not because I desire to do so, but be- 
cause the powers that thou hast given me are not of a 
higher and more perfect description. Thou hast been 
pleased to furnish me with intellectual powers, and these 
powers tell me that thou wouldst not have done so, if thou 
didst not mean me to exercise them; thou hast given me 
the power of perception, and the power of reflection, and 
the power of language, and the power of utterance, and 
why, Omnipotent Power, hast thou done so, if-I am not 
to exercise them? Thou knowest that I am obliged to 
_exercise them. Thou knowest that when objects are 
presented to them, they are forced to act. Thou knowest 
that when food is taken into the stomach, the action of 
the stomach goes on whether we will so or not; that a 
division and subdivision, and a selection and rejection, 
takes place, by a power which mocks the will. Thou 
knowest also, that when food, or ideas, are taken into the 
mind, the process is exactly similar, excepting that the 
one is altogether physical, while the other is intellectual ; 
a division and subdivision, a selection and rejection, takes 
place similar to that in the stomach; and thou knowest 
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also, that the power which impels the one to action, im- 
pels the other to action also. How, then, am I to sup- 
pose, Omnipotent Power of the universe, that after the 
exercise of either of these instinctive powers, something 
should be elaborated which should give thee offence ; how 
am I to suppose that I am deserving of punishment in 
consequence ! 


This would be enough. This would justify the words 
I gave utterance to; and this is the rock on which I 
stand when I pronounce Jesus Christ to have been a very 
irrational being. Jesus Christ asserts, “that every idle 
word that men shall speak, they shall give account thereof 
in the day of judgment;” and that it is by words people 
shall be justified, and by words they shall be condemned. 
Such language implies that man has the power to think 
as he pleases, and to change his sentiments by the power 
of his will, which are errors as gross as ever proceeded 
from the human mind; and in virtue of the foregoing 
reasoning, I declare that such language could proceed 
from no mind but a mind extremely irrational. 


Although, however, J have convicted Jesus Christ of 
irrationality, it by no means follows that he was nota 
man of a benevolent disposition, and disposed to do good. 
Benevolence and irrationality, and even insanity, are 
often associated, and, from all appearances, they seem to 
have been so in the character of Christ. 


Jesus Christ, on other occasions, pretends that men 
will be judged “according to the deeds done in the body;” — 
that is to say, according to their works; but here, ac- 
cording to the passage above quoted, their works or deeds 
are to make no part of the consideration, their words 
alone are to justify or condemn them. Can you call this 
consistent? I now come to the arrest and crucifixion of 
Jesus Christ. Matthew says :— 


“ Then one of the twelve, called Judas Iscariot, went 
unto the chief priests, 
“And said unto them, What will ye give me, and I 
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will deliver him unto you? And they covenanted with — 
him for thirty pieces of silver. 

‘And from that time he sought opportunity to betray 
him.” Matt. xxvi. 14-16. 


That one of Christ’s beloved disciples should turn out 
in this manner is most astonishing. He who had been 
filled with divine inspirations and miraculous powers, and 
had received the benefit of all Christ’s divine instructions; 
he who had got infused into him the power of healing the 
sick, raising the dead, casting out devils, and various 
other powers, and whom Christ told he had freely receiv- 
ed, and he must freely give; he who was told by his 
divine master, that when he spoke, it was not himself that 
spoke, but the spirit of his Father which speaketh within 
him, (Matt. x. 20) ; this beloved disciple, this divine man, 
actually turned round upon his master, and acted the part 
of a profound hypocrite. Where was the benefit of all 
his gifts? But can it be believed that this man ever wit- 
nessed any of those performances which are ascribed to 
Jesus Christ? If he had witnessed them, could he have 
acted in this manner? If he had seen Christ raise the 
dead, open the eyes of the blind, cure the diseased, or any 
other of those extraordinary works which are ascribed to 
him, would he not have been forced to believe that Christ 
possessed supernatural powers, and that he had some con- 
nexion with the Deity? And how could he have desert- 
ed him under such circumstances? The fact of Judas 
Iscariot deserting Christ, and turning round upon him, is 
a proof that Jesus Christ never performed any of those 
works which are ascribed to him, and that, of course, all 
- the tales in the New Testament, so far as they pretend 
that these works were performed, are mere inventions of 
priests, got up to deceive and impose upon mankind. | 


But, did Jesus Christ not tell Judas Iscariot, that 
when he spoke, it was not himself that spoke, but the 
spirit of his Father which was within him; that is to say, 
the Deity ? Are we to believe, then, that when this be- 
loved disciple went to the chief priests and said, ‘‘ What 
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will ye give me, and I will deliver him unto you?” that 
it was not himself that said so, but the Deity? Are we 
to believe that when he took the thirty pieces of silver as 
a bribe, that it was not himself that took it, but the 
Deity P And are we to believe that when he acted the 
part of a foul hypocrite, that it was not himself that was 
the hypocrite, but the Deity? Your absurdities and 
blasphemies are beyond conception. 


But, Rev. Sirs, if Judas Iscariot was induced to speak 
and act from the spirit of his Father which was within 
him, why abuse him in the manner youdo? Why de- 
nounce him, in the harshest language possible, for betray- 
ing Christ, when, according to Christ himself, it was not 
him that betrayed him, but the spirit of his Father? If 
the spirit of his Father led him to speak and to act, as he 
did speak and act, why blame him for it? Could he 
help it? Is it consistent to abuse and blackguard a man 
for that which he never did, or that which he could not 
help doing ? 

But, instead of you abusing and blackguarding the 
character of Judas Iscariot, you ought to consider him as 
having been your greatest friend. You ought to enter- 
tain feelings of the very opposite description towards him. 
By the crucifixion of Jesus Christ, are you not saved 
from your sins; are you not cleansed from your wicked- 
ness? And are not all mankind, who believe in him, 
saved from their sins, and cleansed from their wickedness? 
And, pray, how could you have enjoyed these blessings, 
if Judas Iscariot, or some one else, had not betrayed 
Jesus, and caused his crucifixion? Without the cruci- 
fixion of Christ, you would at this day have been steeped 
to the neck in wickedness and sin, and the whole of you 
would have gone headlong to the bottomless pit, full of 
fire and brimstone; and yet, to show your gratitude and 
rationality, you abuse, and blackguard, and denounce the 
very man who was instrumental in saving you from ever- 
lasting torments. What monstrous inconsistency ! 


«The Son of man goeth as it is written of him: buf 
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woe unio that man by whom the Son of man is betrayed / 
it had been good for that man if he had not been born.” 
Matt. xxvi. 24. 


Another exhibition of irrationality on the part of Jesus. 
Although Judas Iscariot was induced to speak and act 
from the spirit of his Father which was within him, here 
Christ talks as if he was deserving of the greatest punish- 
ment. ‘ Woe unto that man (says he) by whom the Son 
of man is betrayed!” although he knew at the same time 
(so Matthew tells us) that Judas Iscariot would be that 
man, and he had told Judas Iscariot that when he spoke, 
it was not himself that spoke, but the spirit of his Father 
which was within him. Why exclaim, “ Woe unto that 
man,” when that man was moved to act from the spirit of 
his Father? Christ again says :— 

“ But I say unto you, I will not drink henceforth of 
this fruit of the vine, until that day when I drink tt new 
with you in my Father's kingdom.” Matt. xxvi. 29. 

Here is Christ talking about drinking wine in his Fa- 
ther’s kingdom! What are we to conclude from this? 
After taking a glass or two with his disciples, he says he 
will drink no more until he meets with them in his Fa- 
thers kingdom; and then, I suppose, they will have a 
glorious fuddle. I have a Catechism which contains this 
question, “‘ What sort of bodies will they have in hea- 
ven?” The answer is, “ Spiritual bodies, swifter than 
lightning, and brighter than the sun.” The idea of 
spiritual bodies is strange enough ; but for things without 
either mouths or bellies to be able to drink wine is 
astonishing indeed. 

“Then cometh Jesus with them into a place called 
Gethsemane, and saith unto the disciples, Sit ye here, 
while I go and pray yonder.” Matt. xxvi. 36. 


To whom was Christ going to pray? Was it to his 
Father P You tell us that he and his Father are one. 
Did Christ, then, go and pray to his Father, while his 
Father was himself? Did he go and ask his Father to 
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do something, while he himself was his Father? All 
owing, I dare say, to our grovelling intellects. 


“‘And he went a little further, and fell on his face, and 

prayed, saying, O my Father, tf tt be possible, let this cup 

Jrom me: nevertheless not as I will, but as thou 
wilt.” Matt. xxvi 39. 


This was strange language for a character like Jesus 
to make use of. Besides the absurdity, or rather sub- 
limity, of Christ praying to his Father, while he and his 
Father are one, such language clearly shows that Christ 
was as powerless as any other man in existence. ‘“O my 
Father (he exclaims) ¢f it be possible, (as if every thing 
was not possible with the Deity) let this cup pass from 
me.” Where were Christ's own mighty powers at the 
timeP Christ was evidently wishful to be preserved from 
the dangers that awaited him. He implores his Father, 
with the greatest earnestness, to preserve him. Would 
he have done this, if he had possessed the power of pre- 
serving himself? He who had fed five thousand men 
with five loaves and two fishes; he who had stilled the 
tempest, and subdued the ocean; he who had opened the 
eyes of the blind, and cured all manner of d seases; he 
who had walked upon the waters, and empowered his 
disciples to do the same; he who could cast out devils; 
he, in short, who possessed powers adequate for anything, 
was now supplicating in the most abject and piteous man- 
ner, merely because a number of mere mortals were con- 
spiring against him. Why could he not have risen up 
like a balloon, as he did when John the Baptist baptized 
him? Oh, you will pretend, but his extraordinary mis- 
sion would not then have been accomplished. Why then 
did he implore and supplicate his Father to come to his 
assistance? Christ, it appears, had little disposition to 
accomplish his extraordinary mission. Had he had his 
will, his extraordinary mission would not have been ac- 
complished yet; for, at the conclusion of his supplication 
he says, “ nevertheless not as J will, but as thou wilt;” 
which clearly shows that he was inclined not to accom- 
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plish his “‘ extraordinary mission.” But I should like to 
know how Jesus could will one way, and his Father will 
another, while Jesus and his Father are one. Jesus was 
for no crucifixion, and his Father was for a crucifixion, 
and his Father beat him, and Jesus was his Father, and 
his Father was Jesus. Brilliant divine revelation ! 


I told you before, and I now tell you again, that in- 
stead of you blackguarding Judas Iscariot, you ought to 
regard him as your greatest friend. He it was who was 
the real author of the means of your salvation. Jesus 
would not have been crucified at all, had he had his own 
way, he was altogether opposed to it; and what would 
have become of you all without a crucifixion? Instead, 
therefore, of abusing Judas Iscariot, you ought to wor- 
ship him, and return him thanks, for the benefits you 
have received from him. 


‘«< And while he yet spoke, lo! Judas, one of the twelve 
came, and with him a great multitude with swords and 
staves, from the chief priests and elders of the people,” 
Matt. xxvi. 47. 

Viewing this narrative as a piece of history, it is horrid 
enough that a man should be subject to such treatment, 
merely for gi ‘ug utterance to the sentiments of his mind. 
It shows that the character of the priesthood in all ages 
has been much about alike, brutal, bigoted, and inhuman. 
In these days, although the chief priests dare not arm the 
multitude with swords and staves against the Socialists, 
they are guilty of conduct equally as wicked; they are 
combining together, along with a number of laymen, 
whose minds are as brutal as their own, to deprive the 
Socialists of the means of a livelihood. Their object is 
to become acquainted with those masters who have in 
their employment Socialists, and by foul misrepresenta- 
tions as to their principles, and wicked attacks npon their 
moral character, they hope to prevail upon the masters to 
withdraw from them that which sustains the existence of 
themselves and families. They do not go openly forward 
with swords and staves, but they employ weapons equally 
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as effective and deadly. And these men have the : face 
too, to boast ot being the servants of him who said, “By 
this shall all men,kqaow- that: ye: are: my disciples, ¢f ye 
have love one to another.” And in the face of such con- 
duct, they repeat every Sunday, in addressing themselves 
to the Deity, “Forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive 
them that trespass against us ;” thus uttering in the 
presence of the Deity a most glaring falsehood ; for, in- 
stead of forgiving their opponents their trespasses, they 
are endeavouring to destroy them. Who can describe 
the character of such men? Their conduct, however, is 
easily accounted for, they are now in the enjoyment of 
comfortable livings, at the expense of the people’s igno- 
rance, and because we are making the people intelligent, 
they resort to these wicked proceedings in order to main- 
tain “ Othello’s occupation.” It was a similar motive 
that actuated the chief priests in the time of Jesus. 


Looking, then, at this affair as a piece of history, and I 
have no doubt but the main features of the case are correct, 
there is nothing to warrant our levity or our ridicule ; but 
when you attempt to build upon it a system of religion, or 
rather a system of gross superstition, its character becomes 
altogether altered; and it is upon this view of the matter 
that I treat the subject as I have done, and shall continue 
todo. Any means are then justifiable to show its false- 
hood and its absurdity. The people are in misery in 
consequence of your delusions, and the sooner they are 
rid of these delusions, the sooner will they be in the en- 


joyment of virtue and happiness. 
I remain, &c., 


C. J. HASLAM. 
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Salford, November 30th, 1839. 
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REv. Srrs,—Before I resume the subject of the 
arrest of Jesus Christ, allow me to remind you of a pas-' 
sage I quoted in my last letter, relative to the twelve 
disciples. After Jesus had called them together, and 
commanded them to go forth into the world and preach, that 
the kingdom of heaven is at hand; and after having 
infused into them all manner of mighty and wondrous 
powers, such as raising the dead, casting out devils, — 
healing all manner of sickness, and all manner of 
disease, and having given them such instructions as the 
would require on their important mission, Jesus, you will 
remember, told them, in reference to the language and 
conduct they should adopt towards the world, that they 
were to take no thought as to what they should speak, 
for tt should be given them in that same hour what they ' 
should speak :— 

‘‘ For (says he) tt is not ye that speak, but the Spirit’ 
of your Father which speaketh in you,’’— Matthew, chap. 
x., verse 20. 

T quote this passage again, because I shall have to’ 
notice in this letter some strange speakings (if I may 
use such a word,) of the twelve disciples, not only to-: 
wards the world, but towards Jesus himself. In my 
last letter, I noticed some of the speakings of one disci- 
ple, Judas Iscariot; of him going to the chief priests - 
and saying, What will ye give me, and I will deliver 
him unto you? and of him taking thirty pieces of silver, 
asa bribe to betray his Master; and, as his speakings 
came not from himself, but from the Spirté ofhis Father 
which was within him, we-may form some estimate of 
your ideas of the Deity, in believing that he excites peo- 
ple to conduct like this. I shall have to notice in this 
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letter, more.speakings of Judas Iseariot,.and.also of the 
rest: of the-ewelve disciples; and.it.is for this reasen that 
Z-wish: to impresa: upon; your minds, and also upon. the 
aminds of rd who may read. these. letiers, the statement of 
Jesus; that it was.not the diseipled themselves that spoke, 
but the ‘Spirit’ of their Bither, which speaketh, within 
ékem: '-By:bearing this in. mind, we shall always, haye 
a clear. couception, not.only ex to your ideas of the Deity, 
Bat: also’ as‘ to the character of the divine warthies who 
went furth to the world to preach, shat the kingdoms of 
heaven is at hand. ee 
Phe passage then, to which I will now eal your at 
irae is the following :— —_ ee iit 
#6 Mow he that betrayed him gare en a.sign, saying, 
rahomeoever IT shall kiss, that same ta he :. hold him, fust, 
'“ ‘And forthwith he came to Jesus and. said, Hail 
‘ Moater aud kissed him. ie ete 
And Jesus said unto him, Friend, . schierstore: art 
ee come? Then came they, and laid ee on J RUS, 
and took him. | a auey 
_ 2+ “nd, behold, one of them which were, with. Jesus, 
stretched: out his hand, and drew his sword, and struck, Py 
servant of the high priest's, ard smote ob his ear,’ Mat, 
thew, chap. xxvi, verses 48—51. 
" In the first place, that was a refined piece of falseness 
and dvypocrisy. in Judas Iscariot going. to. Jesus and 
giving him a kiss, as a-sign for the multitude, with 
ewords and staves, to seize him. ‘That was.a fine sper 
cimen of the dirine character of this beloved. disciple. 
‘Let us not, however, forget that it was not him that so 
wcted,. but the Spirit ‘of his F ather which waa within him, 
SW hen Judas snid, ‘4 that same ts, he, hold. him fast,” it 
Was'not himself that.said i it, hut the Spirit of his Father. 
Let ud have wléar ideas as swesga, ou... 
+ Phen afterthe -mulitude:Jaid hands, an. Soius axed took 
Ain» Masthewotells. us): wand, behold; one, of. them which 
nbere uit Tesusy: drew, hiaisword,.and smote off the ear 
bf the:high cprieat’s sarveaty:,;5WV-boy. Rey. Sirsy wag this 
fray that peeathiniswprdd » de could:nat,be a falloner 
it! Jéeus., JJebusicould not: have. folloaverys - Guar aa 
hanging by their sides, .Jesyssenjoised. that his followers 
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should ‘refurn good ‘for: evé's' aud that: when thay were 
smittenon the one' cheek; they shunld tarn dhévother 
cheele; and get tt-'snettenialso; and: that they should. re- 
stst not ertl; Jesus, who. required all ‘this of his:follatvens, 
would surely never allow: people tobe in his: company 
with swords hanging ‘by their sides. . Who, then; was 
tiits:man that smote off the ear of the high: priest’s. ser- 
vant? Why, it was-no other, according’ to. dohn,: (for 
Matthew. [ suppose, was ashamed totell it, and::well 
he mright,) than ‘that most divine and beloned. disciple, 
Simon Peter. a 
In the first place, Simon Peter was oneof those who 
were commissioned by Jesus Christ to go forth into the 
world aid preach, that the kingdom af heaven is.athand ; 
he was to make known to mankind, the injunctions of his 
divine master, without the practice of which, it would be 
impossible for them to be saved. He was to: enjoim:on 
alt people the necessity of loving their enemies ; xéturn- 
tng? good for evil; when smitten on the one cleeky.to 
turn the other also; resisting not evil; and: the. practice 
of many other precepts of a similar character ;-aud yet 
this-very man, to show I suppose, the force of example .es 
well as precept, used to carry a sword about with hims and 
on one occasion, actually cut a mun’s ear off with tt. 
Can any one doubt the consistency of Peter after this ? 
Can any’ ene doubt his inspiration? And:ican anty one 
doabt the consistency of Jesus in. having.a man in his 
company with a sword by bis side, and that. man-an 
apostle tooP 
** Bimoit Peter was alse oné of those whe had got:jn- 
fased ‘intd’ him all manner of mighty ‘powers; sut¢h:-as 
‘raising the dead, casting out devils and: hedlingi al 
manner of sickness and dixease s andi the :was told. by 
Jesus, that tf he had faith as a grein of mustard seed, 
he might say\to'this mountain; Remore kenee ta: yogder 
place, ind it' should remove y and nothing shined be tone 
possible unto kim > and yet this very many. possessing .all 
‘these powers, was!nevesétitated to cavry \a sword) in order 
‘to’ protect hiniselfl:'Can any One deubti his: impregnaiien 
with diviticy after this? +d Gen ddyoonesdoubt,. bat that 
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-. Here, Rev... Sira, we have evidence, beyond all cavil 
-or doubt; that all the boasted powers of both Jesus and 
his disciples, were a hollow and wieked pretension, as- 
punied\apparently, for the purpose of imposing upon the 
muiltivule.. 1f they possessed the powers that they talked 
of, ;why :resort to the miserable shift of using a: sword, 
and cutting a-man’s ear offP They were desirous of 
escaping irom the pevple that were assniling them ; the 
fact of Peter using a sword is a proof of it; why then, not 
call to their aid those mighty powers which Jesus had con- 
‘ferred upon them? Why they did not, is easily told. They 
were'as powerless, and more so, than the multitude who 
were assailing them. ‘The fact of them exerting ‘none of 
these powers is a proot of it. They had the inclination 
to proteet themselves, and the fact of them not doing it, 
(only by:the sword) is a proof that they possessed not the 
ual This reasoning you cannot refute. 
-Exponnders of the gospel, please to answer me this 
question t If Peter had the power, as Jesus told him he 
had, to.remove a mountain, by saying, Remore hence to 
yonder -place, why could he not say to the multitude, with 
swords and staves, Remuve hence to yonder place ? This 
would have answered his purpose at once. This would 
have preserved both himself and Jesus from the assaults 
of the multitude. Why then did he not doitP Why 
descend to the miserable shift of using a sword P Was 
a multitude not as easily removed as a mountainP Was 
it mere difficult to remove that which was loose, and 
moving about the earth, than that which was fastened 
into the earth? © Wall you pretend this? Or what.will 
you pretend, to get out of this demma? Peter was in 
danger, he:desired to: get out of that danger, he showed 
that desire, by using his sword, and cutting a man’s ear 
off; ‘the -fact then of him: suffering Jesus to be taken, is 
a. proof thatche‘had not the power to Pe ent it. This 
must: ‘be-as clear‘as day-light. 
- Bat you will: perhaps tell me, that as soon as Jesns 
saw: Peter use: his sword; he ordered him to put it up ; 
- and:.that.af he:-had: been -allowed to ‘continue its use, he 
would, most likely,-have prevailed against the multitade. 
[do not sappose ‘that you:really are so soft-as to tell me 
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this, but supposing: some of your delided hearers .are, 
amd some of ‘them. are/soft'‘eneugh for anything’;' witness 
-the woman, whe ‘said, that’ when:she was hangry ‘she 
had nothing to do but. to take up the bible; and the Lord 
Jilled her belly: supposing then; E should be told this, does 
it lessen the difficulty ? does it get-you out of the dileinma! p 
‘Far from it. Instead of that, it rather: gets you more into 
it. Peter, under the circumstances, would have used the 
most effective power that he possessed, in repelling the at- 
tacks of the multitude; and the fact of him only using a 
sword, shows that he had noother means of' defence ; and 
consequently, all his miraculous powers: were a hollow 
pretence, empty as the winds. 

. Then we have Jesus commanding Peter to Put. “ep 
again his sword into tts place ; langaage which evidently 
_ shows that the carrying of a sword was quite a common 
thing, and that there was nothing amiss in if, even ina 
disciple. I dare say Jesus carried a sword: himeelf. 
But only think of the absurdity of such men carrying 
swords; men preaching to their fellow-creatures, that 
they should resist not evil, but return good for evil, and 
that when they were smitten on the one cheek, to:turn 
the other and get smitten on it also, such men carrying 
sivords, and actually using those swords, and cutting.a 
fellow-creature’s ear off! Could paying be more absurd 
and inconsistent ? 

_ “Two things are now settled ‘beyond ail doubt; iret, 
, that these disciples possessed not.a particle of those powers 
which you ascribe to them, and which Jesus pretended he 
had conferred upon them ; aud secdnd, that: eo tar from 
them being inspired by the Deity; by any extraordinary 
knowledge, they were the most-ignoraat and the. most 
irrational set of beings that eould pesstbly. éxist.. . 

In speaking however, of the. condact-of these disciples, 
let us never forget the statement of Jesus ;: that, when 
they spoke, it was not themselués that spoke, ‘but the 
Spirit oftheir Father whith spephesh: within shem:! Pe- 
ter, In speaking to the’ high: ‘priest’s. servant, and cutting 
his ear off, was merely: obeying : an inipulse which-ha. felt 
within him, proceeding ‘from the: Spirit! df-hie Father. 
It was not himself that cut the ear off, but the Spirit of 
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Me “Paver. Tf thie: be siotvan: Rion oes to y athe Yes 
eelaten, npthingin thie wotldeoan be." < : | 

Jr Tiiwkest thou that I cannot now spray: to. my. Fa: 
her aid’ hg shall: presentlypive me move than ‘toveleg 
legions of angels?” ... Matthew, chap. xxwi, ‘verse 53. 

This is what Jesus said to Peter-when he commanded 

him to put up hie sword. Now the fact of. Jesus saying 
this, is no-preof: that his Father. would send him-twelve— 
legions of angels. ° But look at its. absurdity ;.its untfit- 
ness'to be received by the human understanding: Jesus, 
we are told, ts God, or part of God; yet here is God, or 
part of Giod, talking about praying to God, for God to 
send God, or part of God, twelve legions of angela. 
Could any ‘understanding but the most perverted, receive 
such nonsense P But why did Jesus talk about calling :an 
his Father’s aid to protect him P Did he not walk upox 
the sea P did he not still the tempest ? did he not cast 
out devils ? did he not raise the dead P. did he not open 
the eyes’ of the blind? and did he not confer. all these 
powers upon his disciples, with many others, such as 
removing mountains, and such like P and, above all, did 
he not feed five thousand men, besides women .and. ohile 
dren, with five loaves and two fishes? and were there 
_ Hot lef,- after the whole of them had filled their bellies, 
twelve baskets full of fragments? Why then talk about 
ealling in the aid of twelve legions of angels? Were 
powers sach ag these not enough to repel the attacks of 
a number of mere mortals? Was the power which 
could remoye a mountain, not enough to remove a muls 
titude 2. And: did not: Christ, when John the Baptist 
baptised him, rise up intd the air like.a ballomm? Could 
he not then dé. the same on this occasion P: It 1s to na 
purpose to say that he did not choose to doit. The fact 
of ‘him’ talking about ealliug- for the aid of angels, is.a 
proof that: ‘hé was powerless: . Where, then, was bis 
divinity 2 Where were'all his ‘boasted powers. in. the 
hour. of: niéed ‘Ales! Alad! his divinity:.was a farce. 

6 Buthow then shall tha sbriptures be fulfilled, oe tlous 
dt must be.” Matthew, chap. xxvi, verse 54. - 

That is to say, if Jesus had called im the aid of cease 

legions-of angels, -how would: the scriptures have: been | 
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fulfilled P. I have no disposition: toaecupe Jesua Christ 
of imposture, for I believe that mest.of his..pretensions 
proceeded from. a species..of insanity); but. really, the 
pretext, here assigned for not exestipg:his power, is.al, 
most enough to warrant the: application of. that. texm tq 
bia character. He. would’ not.call in-the:ald of twelve 
legions of angels, because. the scriptures. would.nat then 
have been fulfilled. It was indeed: a tegie) excune 
What was to hinder any ong, with similar pretensique. tq 
Jesus, excusing himself on the very same grounds? 
The only way of fulfilling the scriptures would. havyg 
been to show to the multitude, by the most ;effective 
means in his power, that he was the Son of God... , What 
was his object in the world, but to convince ,the world 
that he was sent by his Father, and that unless. they 
believed. in him, and worshipped him, they cauld_ ngs 
enjoy eternal happiness hereafter? . Why then. not 
adopt those measures that would have the effect of; cone 
vincing the world of this factP As.to Jesus. talking 
about fulfilling the scriptures, itis either downright im- 
posture, or downright insanity. There is not a single 
passage in the old Testament that has the. least relation 
to. Jesus; and wherever his name occurs, it. has been 
stuck in, either by imposters or fanatics. I. have proved 
in former letters, that those passages, called propheciag 
of Jesus, are no such things as prophecies ; that. they 
bear a.direct relation to characters existing, either at tha 
tame, or previbus to the time, that the passages were 
written; and, if Jesus got it into his head that he wag 
an individual referred to, it only shows that - his intellect 
was so completely, absorbed by hig :-vanity,. that he. could 
not discover the proper application of language... I dety,; 
Rey. Sirs, any of you, to point out.a single passage, that 
gan. reasonably be called. a- prophesy. of Jesas Christ ; 
and I pledge. myself to/show, that,the characters referred 
tain, every.such. passage, existed, either af the time, or 
previous tothe sme, that the; passage was writter ; and 
that they have ne more reference to Jegus Christ, than 
they have ¢o. Johanna, Southcoate,; or mad Thom. of 
Canterbury, a ae ee eee ee a ae ap ud 

» But, if che. seriptyre.muyat.be- fulfilled, why did. fesug 
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Ohrist exelaint,: Woe unto that! man, by whom the son 
of! mady is-bétrayed ? it‘ had'been pood for ‘that man if he 
rad loc-been born?) Why-did Jeeas'talk in this man- 
ner? Could the scripture have been fulfilled, ag he calls 
it; without: some ‘one betraying hint P Why then, * Woe 
wntothat man?” And, if the scripture must be fulfilled, 
why did Jesus Christ attempt to conceal hiniself from 
the multitude? and why did -he fall down on his face, 
and pray to his Father to protect him?P If his Father 
had:done-so, how would the scripture have been fulfilled P 
Christ, in one place, is altogether against the scripture 
being fulfiiled; and in another place, he is altogether 
for'it being foltilled. There is no end to the absurdities 
of divine revelation. | Pasi 
. «© But all this was done, that the scriptures of the 
prophets might be fulfilled. Then all thedisciples for- 
sook lim, and fled.” Matthew, chap. xxvi, verse 56: 
-Glaring imposition. There is not a single passage 
in: the Old Testament, having the least application to 
Jesus Christ; and, I defy any man to produce one. All 
the pretended prophecies, are passages cut out from their 
‘proper connexion ; and when replaced, and read with the 
parts before and after them, they have no more relation 
to Jesus Christ, than they have tome. They apply, as 
¥ before stated, to characters existing at the time, or 
previous to the time, they were written or delivered. I 
have given instances of this in a former letter, and 
E shall give more instances as I proceed with this examit- 
ation; eo a 
» ‘But what are we to think of the conduct of these 
twelve disciples? They all forsook him and fied. They 
ran off and: left their divine ‘master in -the hands of the 
multitude. Besides the manifestation of love for their 
raster, it:was very ke the conduct of men impregnated 
with divinity... Very like the conduct-of men possessing 
power to remove mountains: Very like the conduct of 
men able to raise ‘the dead: As to their own powers, 
they knew: they: possessed none, (excepting ‘Peter, who 
thought ‘of doing ‘something with the sword,). they felt 
theanselves powerless; ‘but-they still had faith in the power 
of Jesus; they. expected, I-dare say, that every moment 
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he. would rise up inte the air.like a Walloon, and-earry the 
whole of them alter him; but fmding at:last thar his 
divinity, like their own, was alla farce, ie jersook shi 
and fled. 

“ Then began he Cd Peter) to curse and ees Satae: 
I know not the man.” And immediately the eck cCreun 
Matthew, chap. xxvi, verse 74. 
| Matthew tells us, that after Jesus was arrested es was 
led to the palace of the high. priest, where the scribes and 
elders were assembled, and that Peter followed: him at 
some distance off ; and having placed himself in some 
part of the palace he wes accused by parties around him, 
three several times, of being one of those who were with 
Jesus. Peter, however, stoutly denied it every time; and at 
last, having fallen into an apostolic passion, he cursed and 
swore, and declared that he knew not the man, meaning 
Jesus, Immediately upon this the cock crew, and then 
says Matthew, Peter remembered the word of Jesus, 
which said, Before the cock crow, thou shalt deny me 
thrice. 

In the first place, let us consider the character swhich Is 
here given of Peter; he cursed and store, and declared 
three times, that he knew not Jesus; as brazen a lie as 
ever man uttered. Is it the character, Rev. Sirs, of men 
inspired, to curse and swear, and tell lies P Let us not 
however, forget the statement of Jesus. ‘“‘ Jt #s not-ye 
that speak, ( addressing himself to his apostles, ) but.the 
Spirit of your Father which speaketh tn you.” What 
are we to think of this abominable stuff called devine 
revelation? Here is an apostle speaking, and in that 
speaking, cursing and swearing, and telling lies, and yet, 
according to Jesus, it-is not him that speaks, but .the 
Spirit of his Father which speaketh within him. Are:we 
‘to believe, Rev. Sirs, that the Deity curses and swears, 
and tells liesP Away then with. your aimee non 
sense called dirine rerelation. «| ee 
.- And as to the cock crowing, what sai of silly nen- 
sense is thatP Are not cocks. crowing continually? 
But where was the cock ?. In the:high priest's palace.? 
‘Was.it.on.the bench, ameng the scribes and elders, form- 
ing: part of the tribunal, before which Jesus was to be 
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trivd; of did 48 merely’ walk in‘ to sed what was goirig'on ? 
Nothing ent exceed the sifliness of Meine revelation. | 
“6 Phew Judas; which had betrayed hin, ‘when he’ saw 
that ‘he wiis ‘condemned, repented himself, an ‘brought 
om the thitty pieces of silver to the chief’ priests and 
erg,’ > yes ; ae: Se wd a 
Saying, I have sinned ir that Thare betrayed innovent 

blood. “ And they said, what is that to us? ‘see thon to 
that”. “chap. xxvii, verses 3and 4.5 
‘OW het &- mistaken man Judas must have been!‘ Ac- 
_eétding to Jesus, he had been guilty of no sin; unless, 
indeed, fulfilling the scriptures be asin. Did Jesu not 
declare, on several occasions, that the scriptures must be 
fulfilled ? and was not Judas Iscariot fultilling the scrips 
teres P Where then was his sinP If it was sin in 
Judas Iscariot fulfilling the scriptures, was it not also a 
sin in Jesus folfilling them P But was not Judas Iscariot 
guided by the Spirit of ‘his Father which was within him? 
Jf thea he sinned, was it he that sinned, or the Spirit of bis 
Father ? What a mass of absurdity divine revelation is ' 
- \*¢ Amd he, (Sudas,) cast down the pieces of ‘silver in 
the temple, and departed, and went and hanged himself. 
Matthew, chap. xxvii, verse 5. aa 

» What a mistaken man! Went and hanged himself, 
for an aet'which has actually been the means of saving 
mankind from their sins. How could there have been a 
eruciixion, if it had not been for Judas ? and how cone 
mankind be saved from their sins without a crucifixion 
What irifatuation’! - To be sure, it was not Judas that 
hatiged bimeelf, ‘it was the Spirit of his Father which was 
within-him. ‘The Spirit of his Futher first led hin to 
betray Jesus; it thet miade him sensible that lie had been 
guilty of asin by doing it; and'it then made him’hang him- 
self af ‘a ‘pttnichmént for it. “What a benevolent Spirit of 
hie Father ;'% must have been’! Do you mean to say’, 
- Revi Sirs, that it was not ‘the Spirit off his Father tiat 
did this? “Do: you meati’ to''say,’ that’ whien! he spoke, it 
was hitheelf chat spoke, and’hot the Spilit of his’ Father? 
And: dip you'riesn’'to say” that’ when Péter ctitsed and 
swore, avd''told a’ Vhteficed ‘fe; that ft’was bimself that 
did‘it, and not the Bpivit’df his Father? Read again, Sir, 
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- statement.of Jesus, for. I dare say you.are apt to, forget 
“ For it is not ye that speak, hit the, Spirt of your 
Father which speaketh in you.” . They..are: the, precise 
words. of Jesus himself; he was addressing himeself.at -the 
time to his disciples, J adae and. Peter being, two. af them, 
and they may be found, as I have betore ais mT) 

Matthew, chapter x. verse 20.. , 

Is it not astonishing, Sirs, that people should: hess 

daring enough, to doubt the truths of deine revelation,? :: 

“And the chief priests.took the silver. pieces, ‘and 

said, itis not ta erfal far to put them into the wemnny; 

because it is the price of blood. 

" And they took counsel, and bought with them the 

potter’s-field, to bury strangers in. wo 
© Wherefore that field was called, The field: of boa 

unto. this day. 

| © Then was Sulfilled that which was “spaken, le 

dere remy the prophet, saying, And they took. the thiste 

pieces of silver, the price of him that was valued, wen 

they of the children of Israel did value ; 

“(dnd gave them for the potter's field as the Lord ap- 
pointed me.” Mathew, chap. xxvii. verses 6—10... :5', 
Here then, we have what is called a prophecy; andla 
ranker piece of imposition never was committed upon’ the 
human race. It is astonishing. to me, that men should 
be so dishonest. I have stated, that the: pretended. pror 
hecies of the Old Testament have. no more reference to 
Feeas Christ, than they have to me,.or to any of. your= 
selves ; ; that they referred | exclusively tq characters..ex¢ 
jsting at the tima, or previous to the.time,: the passages 
were written; and here we have a striking instanceof 
if. ‘Ehis pretended prophecy, . according to -Whiston, 

(for some have it in. one place, and, some in another, se 

well. do.you agree even about thar,)..is..to. be..found:in 
Zechariah, chap. xi; verge. 13.5 and,.the matters, there 
respecting; the, potter apd. thirty, pieces of. silver, haved 
just as. ‘much to do with, the, matter of Judas,- anid his. 
thirty pieces of silver, as, the, affairs of the moon, have 
to. do: with the. affairs of, thig earth. Atijs. useless quotiag. 
the passage:; it would; be both awaste. ef time, and va: 
waste of. paper.,; Tet, any ope .x6Ad ity aot if, be be ‘not 


convinced that it has just as much to do with the affairs 
of the moon, as the affairs of Jesus, he must have a 
defective capacity indeed. What can we want more than 
the very language of the passage? According to 
Matthew, it says, (which, by-the-bye, is not a right 
quotation,) ‘‘ dnd they took the thirty pieces of silver, 
Sc.; And gare them for the potter's field, Sc. The 
word field is not to be found in the whole chapter, so 
correct does Matthew quote the prophecy, but it is the 
grammatical form of the language, that I am looking at, 
and which decides the matter as to its being a prophecy. 
What is a prophecy, Rev. SirsP Is it not a declaration 
of something which is to come? But is this deciaring 
something to come? dnd they took, And they gave, it. 
says. Is that to come? ‘This passage, was written, 
they say, about seven or eight hundred. years before 
Christ; and it says, They took, And they gave, and 
yet it is a prophecy. Surely, Rev. Sirs, you have not 
forgotten your English grammar; surely you can distin- 
guish the past time from the future. Only think of the 
wisdom of priests, calling that a prophecy which is in the 
past tinie. What is your definition of prophecy, Rev. . 
Sirs? Walker says, that itis a declaration of something 
to come. Is your definition a decluration of something 
past? Unless it be, you cannot for a moment, pretend 
that the passage in question, is a prophecy. Here then 
the Smatter is settled; if you define prophecy to be a 
declaration of something past, then you may be right in 
saying, that the passage is a prophecy; but, if you de- 
fine it as ‘Walker defines it, and as every body else 
defines it, a declaration of something to come, then you 
are wrong; and, in my opinion, the man who preaches 
such a passage to be a prophecy, is just as dishonest as 
the man who wrote it to be one. The whole of the pro- 
phecies quoted in the New Testament from the Old, are- 
similar to this, rank and glaring impositions. 
wo 3s, Yours, &e. 

= ae a C. J. HASLAM. 

Salford, December 11, 1839. , 
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Re. SIRs, 


We now come to the trial of Jesus Christ be- 
fore Pontius Pilate. Hitherto we have seen.some splen- 
‘ded evidences:‘in support of Christ's divinity, and new we 
shall have an opportunity of seeing more. 


- © And Jesus stood before the governor: and the governor 
asked him, saying, Art thou the King of the Jews? And 
Jesus'said ‘unto him, Thou sayest.”” Matthew, XXvIt, 11. 


A splended answer to besure. Suppose a man before 
a magistrate, when asked if the charge against him was 
true, were to answer, Zhow sayest, how they would be 
struck with his divine inspirations! Surely Jesus might 
have given a better answer than this at any rate. The 
governor was neither saying that he was King of the 
Jews, nor he was not; he knew very well that he was no 
more. King of the Jews than his disciple Peter, who curs- 
ed-and swore and declared that he knew nothing of the 
man; he was merely putting a question which arose out | 
of the charges which he had heard preferred against him, 
and why Jesus should give such an answer as Thou sayest, 
is most surprising. Besides other considerations, it was.a 
direct fglsehoods. But-it ot shows hew. full me was. of 
divinity. Coe eM Oe. 
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«¢ And when he was accused of the chief priests and eld- 
ers, he answered nothing.” Matthew, XXvil, 12. 


Better answer nothing, than give such an answer as he 
gave the governor. But only think of a God standing 
before a few mortals, and to one question he answered, 
Thou sayest, and to the other questions, he could give no 
answer at all, but stood like a post. Well might the 
Jews be convinced of his divinity. 


“Then said Pilate unto him, Hearest thou how many 
things they witness against thee? 4nd he answered him 
to never a word; in so much that the governor marveled 
greatly.” Matthew, XXVII, 13, 14. 


Strong evidence of divinity this. He answered him to 
never a word. Well might the governor marvel. I dare 
say he was overwhelmned with the sublimity of the scene. 
Christ told his apostles, that they were to take no thought 
as to what they should speak; for it should be given them 
in that same hour, what they should speak. Is it not as- 
tonishing that it was not given to Christ what he should 
speak. Was the Spirit of his Father not within him I 


wonder ; or was it out upon business ? 


“ And they crucified him, and parted his garments, cas- 
ting lots: that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by 
the prophet, They parted my garments among them, and 
upon my vesture did they cast lots.”’ Matthew, XXvVII, 35. 


Here again we have evidence of the divinity of Jesus 
Christ. Here, according to Matthew, it was prophisied 
that the garments of Christ should be parted; thatis to 
say, that some should have his breeches, some his coat, 
some his stockings, some his shoes, and so on to his very 
shirt; and it was fulfilled to the very letter. The pro- 
phecy, according to learned men, was delivered about 
eight hundred years previous, by the Deity himself, 
through the medium of David. The Deity, they pretend, 
forsaw all these things, and it was a manifestation of his 
wisdom and goodness, that he made them known to his 
creatures. It is to be found in Psalms, xxil1, 18, in 
these words, “ They part my garments among them, and 
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cast lots upon my vesture.” Some may cavil about the 
language of the prophecy being in the past time, but that 
circumstance is the very thing that proves its divinity. 
Some prophecies are in the past time, and yet they pre- 
dict events that are to happen in future, This language 
was spoken by David, and it was discriptive of the treat- 
ment he himself had received, and was receiving, yet, 
notwithstanding, it applies to Jesus. In a neighbouring 
chapter David says, “ For my name’s sake O Lord, 
pardon mine iniquity; for it is great.’’ Christ could 
be guilty of no iniquity, because he was the Son of 
God, therefore this passage, although it applies appear- 
ently as much to Jesus as the former, applies exclusively - 
to David himself. Nobody could accuse Jesus of in- 
iquity, especially of great imiquity, therefore it must ap- 
ply to David. Such is clerical logic. 

“‘ And they that passed by reviled him wagging their 
heads, And saying, Thou that distroyest the temple, and 
buildest it in three days, save thyself. If thou be the 
Son of God, come down from the cross.” ~Mat- 
thew, XXVI. 39,40. 


Here the Jews mocked Jesus, and called upon him to 
save himself, by coming down from the cross. Now it 
would not have done for Jesus to have acted in this man- 
ner. There would have been nothing divine about a pro- 
ceeding of that sort. If he had done so, the Jews would 
have then been compelled to believe that he was the Son 
of God, for none of them deny the existence of the sun or 
moon, and the one fact would have been as evident as the 
other. A man is not entitled to any praise for doing that 
which he is compelled to do, nor is any man entitled to 
everlasting happiness hereafter for believing that the sun 
and moon exist. Men cannot help beliving it, and there- 
fore they are entitled to no praise or reward. ‘So in the 
case of Jesus, if he had exhibited himself in such a man- 
ner that we should have been compelled to believe that 
he was the Son of God, such for instance as the exhibi- 
tion of the sun or moon, then‘ there would have been no 
enjoyment for us hereafter, for where there is compulsion 
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there is no merit. It is only therefore where there is no 
evidence for any particular thing, that we are deserv- 
ing of praise or reward for believing it. There is no 
evidence for believing that Christ was the Son of God, 
therefore, if we believe that he was the Sonof God, we 
shall be rewarded by everlasting happiness hereafter. I 
know of no explanation more rational than this. 


‘© And about the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud 
voice, saying, Eli, Eh, lama sabachthani? that is to say, 
MK God, My God, why hast thu FORSAKEN ME,” 
Matthew, XXVII. 46. 


How you can assert, in the face of this, that Christ 
was the Son of God, is most astonishing. Here it ap- 
pears he waited for about nine hours for the interpo- 
sition of his Father, to deliver him from the cross, but at 
last, finding himself unable any longer to withstand the 
tortures that his enemies were inflicting upon him, he 
cried aloud in the agony of despair, “ My God, My God, 
why hast thou forsaken me?” I am sensibly affected 
with the sufferings that Jesus Christ must have endured, 
for I believe he was put to death in the manner here 
described, and I lament that human beings in any age of 
the world, should be subject to such treatment merely for 
giving utterence to the sentiments of their minds. Whe- 
ther the sentiments are sane or insane, true or false, if the 
government are honest and their measures good, they have 
no need to fear. But it was PRIESTS that instigated the 
murder of Jesus Christ, as they have instigated the mur- 
der of thousands of individuals equally as unoffending. 
Thank God their career is drawing to a close. 


But only think of this language of Jesus Christ’s in 
relation to the notions held and promulgated by priests. 
They pretend that Christ is God, or part of God; so 
that here is God, or part of God, calling out to God, 
and asking God why God has forsaken God, or part of 
God. And they affect to wonder, and be astonished 
that we should dare to reject such divine truths. And 
they labour in the most priest/y manner to blacken our 
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characters, and do us harm, because we pronounce such 
stuff to be pure absurdity and nonsense; and used only 
as a means of fleecing the multitude. 


“ Jesus, when he had cried again with a loud voice 
yielded up the ghost: 

«< And, behold, the veil of the temple was rent in twain 
from the top to the bottom ; and the earth did quake, and 
the rocks rent; And the graves were opened; and many 
bodies of the saints which slept arose, And came out of 
the graves after his resurrection, and went into the holy 
city, and appeared unto many.” Matthew, XXVII, 50-53. 


I have no hesitation in pronouncing this to be as great 
a lie as ever was told. If all the priests in the world 
were to sware it, I could not believe it. It sounds -ex- 
actly ike a lie. The passage consists of two periods; 
and at the begining it speaks as if these things took 
place immediately upon Christ yielding up the ghost, 
and yet before we get to the end, they did not take place 
untill after his resurrection: which shows that it is a for- 
gery jumbled together without the least consideration. 

ut what was the object of these appearences? Were 
they intended to convince the people that Christ was the 
Son of God? If they were, have they so convinced the 
people? Surely the Deity would not engage to perform 
a piece of work, and then fail to exicute that work: and 
yet we must believe this of the Deity, if we believe the 
tale about the graves opening, and the bodies of the saints 
rising up and appearing unto many. If the Deity wish- 
ed to convince his creatures that Christ was his Son, 
he would have used means commensurate with the object 
he had in view; he would not have used the little and 
contemptable means described in the case before us, 
which, instead of convincing all mankind of this fact, 
have not, even at the end of two thousand years, con- 
vinced a twentieth part of mankind of it, notwithstand- 
img too, the labours of millions of priests, and the ex- 
penditure of millions of money. Would you have us 
believe, Rev. Sirs, that the Deity is some sort of mortal ; 
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that he wishes to perform certain work, and that he 
fails to exicute that work? Is this your exaulted 
idea of the Deity? The Deity, according to your no- 
tions, wished to convince all mankind that Christ was his 
Son, he caused graves to open, and dead bodies to rise 
up alive, in order to produce this conviction, and yet 
instead of this conviction prevailing all over the world, 
a great portion of the world have not so much as heard 
that such a being as Jesus Christ ever existed, and 
amongest those who have heard of it, and been sincere 
believers of Christ and his divinity, great numbers of 
the most intelligent of them, are now rejecting the tale 
as the joint production of fanatics and impostors. In 
proportion as the people become enlightned, in the same 
proportion they give up the belief of Christ’s divinity. 
This then is sufficient to convince us that there is no truth 
in the passage above quoted; that it has been forged by 
priests, for their own priest/y purposes. 


But I should like to know who these saints were, or 
rather who you pretend thy were, that “came out” of 
their graves, and appeared unto many. Were they Jews 
or Christians or Heathens, or what were they? Who- 
ever they were, they must have died previous to the cru- 
cifixion of Christ, and therefore that cercumstance could 
have no effect in redeeming them from their sins. Their 
SAINTSHIPS must have proceeded from some other source 
than the “body and blood of Christ”; and what that 
source is, or was, I should like some priest to define. 


‘“‘ And, behold, there was a great earthquake: for the 
angel of the Lord decended from heaven, and came and 
rolled back the stone from the door (of the sepulchre ) 
and sat upon it. His countenance was like lightning, 
and Ais raiment white as snow.” Matthew, xxvu. 2, 3. 


This again I pronounce to be a forgery. It has the 
very appearence of it. Here we are told that an angel 
decended from heaven, which exactly harmonizes with 
the stupid notions of our forfathers. They supposed that 
the earth was a flat surface, and that heaven was a mile 
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or two above their heads, and that the Lord, and his 
gels, used to pop down and pop up again, just at tl 
convenience. And here we are told that the angel ro: 
back the stone, and SAT uponit. A spiritual being 
this: just as if that could sit without the requisite for : 
ting. And here we have the masculine pronoun His : 
plied to the angel, just as if its gender had been asc 
tained. ‘His countenance was like lightning, and . 
Taiment white as snow.” And here we have the tei 
his raiment, as if angels wore clothing. All this shor 
to us, that the passage just quoted is a mere forgery, h. 
many others, to serve the purposes of priests. 


Lest you might suppose, Rev. Sirs, that I am rm 
warranted in using such language towards your profe: 
sion, I will just introduce a passage here from a wor 
which I have lately fallen in with, written about tw 
hundred and fifty years back, entitled, “A TREATIS 
OF THE CORRUPTION OF SCRIPTURE, COUNCILS, AN; 
FATHERS ;” by Thomas James, Student in Divinity, an: 
chief Librarian of the University of Oxford: which worl 
settles the matter beyond all doubt as to the capabilitie! 

of priests in relation to forging. And observe the author 
was no Infidel; he was a sincere Christian. It is there- 
fore your own party that bears evidence to the forgeries 
committed by priests, and of their passing those forgeries 
off for divine revelation. At page 272, then, of this work 
I find the following words : — 


“ We have hitherto in the first and second part, ob- 
served the basterdy of the false, and corruption of the true 
Fathers: What remaineth, but that we proceed further, 
to shew THEIR FRAUD: for we have not seen the 


utmost of our adversaries false dealings. 


“Let us pass a step or two further, and enquire, whe- 
ther they have not CORRUPTED THE BIBLE, in 
like sort, or worse rather, if it be possible; a degree of 
impiety beyond the degrees of comparison: And yet so 
plainly to be proved against the papists, as he that hath 
but an eye to see, shall plainly discover it, and thence be 
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sed to suspect the abomination of desolation, spoken 

+ Daniel the prophet, Sitting in the holy place, and 

ncing himself as it were above the Holy of Holies. 

thall observe infinite varieties, contrarities, and con- 

ictions and oppositions between two bibles, set forth 
‘wo popes, within two years: Both commanded to 

ead and followed, upon such pains as are mentioned 

heir several Brieves. You shall see the popes breathe 

and cold, say and unsay the same thing twice: And 

fine, they havé truly verified the BIBLE TO BE A 

SE OF WAX, plied and wrought into any fasition, for 

ir advantage. A shame it is, that any Christian should 

sume to add or take away ought from the Word of | 
nd: Yet O intolerable fraud! not any simple Chris- 

on, or layman, but the bishop of Rome, chief pastor of 
‘Church, sole judge of all contraversies, whose lips 
yuld preserve knowledge, and his tongue speak no de- 
‘t, hath audaciously presumed fo add and take aw ay 
‘ole sentences; TO CHANGE THE WORDS 
fF HOLY WRIT INTO A CLEAN CON- 

RARY MEANING; ¢o make as it were arhite 
ack, and black white.” 

There, Rev. Sirs, is a specimen of the powers of 
‘iests. There is a sample of their capabilities in forg- 
ig passages, and passing those forgeries off as divine 
2velation. Can any one doubt the origin of divine 
‘velation after this? Am I not justified then in charg- 
ag the priesthood with committing forgeries? Here we 
re told that priests have presumed to add and take away 
vhole sentences; that they have changed the words of 
ioly writ into a clean contrary meaning ; and that they 
1ave made as it were white black and black white. We 
ire told also that they have made the bible into a nose 
f wax, plied and wrought into any fashion for their 
wn advantage. Who can believe in a ine revelation 
ifter this P 

But some may pretend, that although the Catholics 
might forge and fashion the bible in any manner they 
pleased for their own advantage, that is no reason that 
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there are forgeries in protestant bibles. But I beg to 
ask, Where did protestants get their bibles? Did they 
not get them from the Catholics? Where else did they 
get them? Protestants only came imto existence about 
three hundred years back; and from the death of Christ 
up to that period, about fifteen hundred years, the Catho- 
lics had full power to alter, or make any sort of bible 
they pleased. If then they were detected about three 
hundred years back, of adding ‘and taking away whole 
sentences, are we sure they never did the like at any 
time previous to that? Are we sure that they never 
added and took away whole sentences, and fashioned 
it to their own advantage, in the first and second 
and third centuries, as well as in the sixteenthP How 
can we be sure of it; especially when we consider that 
there was no printing in those ages, and that priests had 
the exclusive possession of all bibles? If priests are ca- 
pable of forging in one age, they are capable of forging 
in another; and this fact is sufficient of itself to destroy 
all confidence in divine revelation. We know that they 
have forged in one age, the author above quoted, who 
was a Christian, adduces hundreds of instances, and we 
do not know but what they have forged in other ages; 
how then can we have confidence in any part of the 
bible? How can we tell what was forged, and what 
was not forged, or whether it was not all forged? 


But, will any body say that these priests, who fa- 
shioned the bible to their own advantage, and added and 
took away whole sentences, believed one word of divine 
revelation ? How could they believe itP How could 
they believe that to be divine revelation, which they 
knew to be a forgery? If they had believed it to be 
divine revelation, would they have dared to pervert, and 
mutilate it in this manner? Would they have dared to 
offer this indignity to the Deity ? The fact is, they used 
it as a means of fleecing the multitude; and if I am not 
greatly mistaken, it has been used in all ages, not ex- 
eepting the present, for similar purposes. I beg to re- 
turn to Matthew's gospel. ) 
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“ And the angel answered and said unto the women, 
Fear not ye: for I know that ye seek Jesus, which was 
crucified. He is not here: for he is risen, as he said. 
Come see the place where the Lord lay. And go quick- 
ly, and tell his disciples that he is risen from the dead; 
and, behold, he goeth before you into Galilee, there shall 
ye see him: lo I have told you.” Matthew, xxviii. 5-7. 

Christ, it appears, could rise when there was nobody 
to see him, but when he was called upon to come down 
from the cross, he could neither rise nor do any thing 
else. Why did he not rise, or exhibit some of his di- 
vine powers, when hundreds of people were looking at 
him. Why did he select that particular moment, when 
not a soul could see him? Hundreds declared that if 
‘he would come down from the cross, ‘they would believe 
in him, as they would have been compelled todo. And 
as to him appearing afterwards to his disciples, what 
was the use of that? Would that convince those who 
disbelieved in him? Why did he not appear to multi- 
tudes of people, and thereby convince them that he was 
the Son of God? Christ rose from the dead as much 
as any body else. 

“‘ And as they went to tell his disciples, Jesus met 
them, saying, All hail. And they came and held him 
by the feet, and worshipped him.” Matthew, xxvii. 9. 


Matthew tells us, that as Mary Magdalene and the 
other Mary, were going to tell the disciples of Jesus, 
that Jesus had risen from the dead, Jesus himself ap- 
peared to them on the road. It was very easy for these 
two women to say this; or it was very easy for Matthew 
tosay that they said this; or it was very easy for priests 
to forge this. Any of these 1 would rather believe, 
than believe that Christ rose from the dead. It is far 
more likely that men should tell lies, than that a man 
should rise up alive, after he was dead. We witness 
men telling lies daily, but when do we witness a man 
rising from the dead ? 


“‘ Then the eleven disciples went away unto Galilee, 
into a mountain where Jesus had appointed them. And 
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when they saw him, they worshipped him: but some 
doubted.” Matthew, xxvii. 16, 17. 

What Sirs, some doubted ? Did some of the dis- 
ciples of Jesus doubt him, although they ‘saw him? 
If this was the case, then you may well abuse us for 
doubting. If those who were the servents and com- 
panions of Jesus, and who saw him after his resur- 
rection, DOUBTED HIS DIVINITY, there can 
be no excuse for those who live about two thousand 
years after, and who know nothing of him excepting 
what priests have told them, and when they know that 
priests have changed the words of holy writ into a 
clean contrary meaning; and made of tt a nose of 
wax, plied and wrought into any fashion for their 
advantage. We ought to believe without the least hesi- 
tation. This shows the rationality of priests. 


“ And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, 411 
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth.” Mat- 
thew, xxvii. 18. 


Christ's disciples might well doubt when he talked 
in this style. Only a few days before, when the Jews 
put his power to the test, he cried aloud from the 
cross, My God, My God, why hast thou forsaken 
me? Instead of having all power in heaven and in 
earth, on that occasion, he had not power to release 
himself from the hold of about half-a-dozen nails. 
And instead of his Father interposing to protect him, 
as he expected, his Father according to his own ac- 
count deserted him. His Father deserted him, al- 
though according to John, he and his Father are one. 
He is God, and his Father is God, and the Holy 
Ghost is God; yet there are not three Gods, but one 
God; and this one God deserted God. And this is 
Christianity. 

I will conclude this Letter with a quotation from 
Dr. Cave's work on “ PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY.” In 
speaking of the objections urged by the Heathens a- 
gainst Christianity, on its first introduction into the 
world, he says :— | 
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“The Heathens also objected to Christianity on the 
ground, that if God’s sending Christ into the world, 
was so great a blessing, as they pretend it is, why did 
this Saviour of mankind COME NO SOONER, to re- 
veal this religion, to lead men into the truth, to tell the 
world who the true God was, and to reduce us. to the 
adoration of him; if so, why did God suffer him. TO 
STAY SO LONG, and to be born as ‘twere but a few 
hours before, in comparison of the preceding ages of 
the world ?” 


Heathens as they were who advanced this objection 
to Christianity, it contains something which cannot be 
satisfactorily explained, or reconciled to a rational mind. 
Why Christ came no sooner? seeing that his coming 
was so great a blessing, is a question not easily an- 
swered. Can any Divine of the present day answer 
itP Arnobius, we are told, answered it with madesty 
that he could not tell; and 1 imagine you are all in a 
similar predicament. Arguments are not like other 
things; they are unaffected by age, or the use that is 
made of them. Although this argument is near two 
thousand years old, it is as sound and as powerful 
as it was the day on which it was first used. And it 
never can be answered. 


Yours, &c 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Salford,. January 6, 1840. 
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i Ree SER IE Ee 


REv. ‘Sirs, 


From what I have said respecting Jesus Christ 
it must be evident to all unprejudiced minds, that he was 
no more the Son of God than any of ourselves. That so 
far from being the Son of Grod, or even a man of intel-. 
ligence, we have every reason to believe, from the ac- 
count which Matthew gives of his character, that he was 
an ignorant and an irrational being ; and even a fanati- 
cal being. The passages which I have quoted from 
Matthew, declare his ignorance and irrationality beyond 
all dispute. And as to the character which Matthew 
gives of his disciples, it is any thing but the conduct of 
men divinely inspired: on many occasions it was vicious 
and contemptable. For instance : 
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Peter, after Christ was arrested, was accused of being 
one of his followers, and instead of avowing it as an hon- 
est man, he cursed and swore, and denied it, declaring 
that he knew nothing of Christ. He disowned his mas- 
ter. And although Peter used to preach to the people, 
that they were to resist not evil, he carried a sword, and 
on one occasion cut a fellow-creature’s ear off. A pretty 
consistent apostle! And as to Judas Iscariot, another 
apostle, although he was as full of divine inspirations as 
any of the rest, although Christ had empowered him to 
heal the sick, cast out devils, raise the dead, and many 
other things, he was so very faithful and very divine that 
he took a bribe and betrayed his master. He took thirty 
pieces of silver, and betrayed the very man who had in- 
fused into him all his divine powers. 


Although, however, I believe Christ to have had no 
more connection with divinity than any of ourselves, and 
although I believe him to have been ignorant and irra- 
tional, and although his irrationality approached in many 
instances to fanaticism, still I hold that he was a man 
possessed of a large amount of benevolence; and it was 
not, as Paine says on another occasion, ‘‘ the sentimental 
benevolence of wishing well, but the practical benevo- 
lence of doing good.” Paine was a man who, in intel- 
lect, was a hundred times his superior ; and had Christ 
had: the same intellect, the world would have been in a 
better condition at this day than it now is. 


In speaking of Paine one cannot help reflecting upon 
the treatment he received at the hands of ministers of the 
Gospel. _ Because he exposed the frauds and corruptions 
ef Governments, and the delusion and imposition of di- 
vine revelation, he was assailed in a manner the most 
cowardly and brutal that can be conceived; and the most 
violent of his assailants were men filled with the Holy 
Ghost, whose business it’ was to preach peace on earth 
and good-will to men, and who ought to have been ex- 
amples of mildness and forbearance. Ye successors of 
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these wicked men, and some of you inherit similar feel- 
ings towards him, do you know that Thomas Paine was 
as great and as good a man as ever appeared among the 
human family ? Do you know that he spent a long and 
virtuous life in labouring to improve the condition of his 
fellow-men? And do you know that he succeeded in 
effecting more good to the world than any Gospel-man 
has done from the days of Moses down to the days of 
Bishop Philpots, including Jesus Christ himself. That 
great man, Sirs, declared, that the world was his country, 
and to do good his religion; and unlike the absurd and 
Infidel professors of Christianity, he practised his religion 
to the very letter. Notwithstanding your foul and brutal 
treatment of Thomas Paine, notwithstanding your lies 
and forgeries in endeavouring to destroy his character 
and reputation, he is now rising rapidly in the estimation 
of the people ; and in proportion ag he rises, in the same 
proportion you fall. When the office of priest shall be 
unknown among the human race, the memory of Thomas 
Paine will be honoured and revered. 


_ , I shall now proceed to the Gospel according to Mark, 
and adduce more instances of Jesus Christ’s ignorance, 
and his want of divine origin. The first passage to 

which I beg to call your attention is as follows, ch. 2. 

verse 8 :— 


“And immediately when Jesus perceived in his spirit 
that they so reasoned within themselves, he said unto 
them, Why reason ye these things in your hearts ?”’ 


Is this an evidence of Christ's divinity, ‘‘ Why reason 
ye these things in your hearts? Every body knows that 
the heart has nothing to do with reasoning. It is the 
brain that reasons. Could Christ then be the Son of 
God when he was ignorant of this? Could he be God, 
or part of God when he did not know the particular func- 
tions of the several organs of a human body ; when he did 
not know, in fact, whether it was the brain or the heart 
that reasoned ? God made the human body; God therefore 
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must be acquainted with the human body, he must know 
the particular function of each organ of that body: Jesus 
Christ therefore not being acquainted with this, could not 
be God, or part of God; unless one part of God be ig- 
norant, and another part intelligent, which is not very 
likely. 


Bishop Watson, in his 4pology for the Bible, (truth 
needs no apology, and the fact of his apologizing for 
it shows what it is) says, in speaking of the crucifixion 
of Christ, ‘‘ John saw blood and water flowing from the 
wound ; the blood is easily accounted for; but whence 
came the water? The anatomists tell us that it came 
from the pericardium ; 80 consistent ts evangelical testi- 
mony with the most curious researches tnto natural 
science!” Yes, and Jesus Christ says that people reason 
in their hearts, ‘so consistent is evangelical testimony 
with the most curious researches iuto natural science !” 
And he cured diseases by a “ presto fly,”’ after the man- 
ner of a juggler, ‘‘so consistent is evangelical testimony 
with the most curious researches into natural science!” 
And he raised people from the dead, and he rose him- 
self from the dead; and he walked upon water, “so con- 
sistent is evangelical testimony with the most curious 
researches into natural science:” Let any anatomist, 
or physiologist, or surgeon be consulted on these things, 
and if they give evidence that such things harmonize 
with their professional practices, then indeed we may 
believe these evangelists, but not until then. Bishop 
Watson was guilty of deception in talking about evan- 
gelical testimony being consistent with natural science ; 
it is because it is inconsistent with natural science, and 
‘in direct opposition to it, that so many people disbe- 
lieve it. 


You Rev. gentlemen talk a great deal about original 
sin; pretending that we are all born in sin, and that it is 
only by the means of the blood of Christ that we can be 
redeemed from this sin. To convict you all of deception 
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and fraud on this head, I need only quote the following 
declaration of Jesus Christ, Mark, ch. IL. v. 17 :— 


“When Jesus heard it, he saith unto them, They 
that are whole have no need of the physician, but they 
that are sick: JI came not to call the righteous, but 
SINNERS to repentance.” 


Can any thing be more express than this declara- 
tion? “1 came not (says he) to call the righteous, 
but sinners to repentance ;” thereby declaring that the 
righteous were neither born in sin, or partakers of 
sin; and that they had no occasion for him. Where 
then have you got your nonsense about original sin ? 
And why preach it to the people, when it is directly 
opposed to the declaration of Jesus Christ? Such 
unwarrantable and absurd proceedings require expla- 
nation. 


It is evident from this declaration of Jesus Christ, that 
we are not born in sin, and therefore you, in pretending 
that we are, are guilty of deception and fraud. The non- 
sense is evidently of your own invention; and invented 
solely, it would appear, for your own advantage. It is 
evident also, that honest and virtuous people have no 
need to embrace Christianity. Christianity is only for 
the wicked. The virtuous have no need of it. “ I came 
not (says Christ) to call the righteous, but sinners to re- 
pentance;” that is to say, Christianity is not for the 
righteous, for they have no need of it, but for sinners. 
‘They that are whole (says Christ) have no need of a 
physician, but they that are sick ;”” consequently the vir- 
tuous have no need of Christ. Christianity seems to be 
a similar system to Teetotalism. 1 mean Christ’s Chris- 
tianity, not yours, which is more properly Priestianity. 
Both were introduced into the world for similar benevo- 
lent purposes ; the one to draw men from the practice of 
vice in general, and the other from drunkenness in par- 
ticular. And as Christ says with regard to Christianity, 
so is it with regard to Teetotalism. Teetotalism was 
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established, not for the sober, but for drunkards. The so-+ 
ber have no need of it; neither have the virtuous any 
need of Christianity. Notwithstanding these plain and 
palpable deductions from the language of Jesus Christ, 
how much nonsense and absurdity are you preaching to 
the people under the head original sin! It is astonishing 
to me, how men can be guilty of such misrepresentation 
and perversion of language; and such deception. You 
at any rate, stand in need of Christianity, for you are 
wicked enough. 


I shall now pass on to the concluding chapter of 
Mark’s Gospel, and notice a passage or two illustrative 
of Christ’s ignorance and irrationality, and consequently 
of his ‘not being the Son of God. I find that I shall 
have no space to notice in detail all the objectionable 
passages in the Gospels of Mark, Luke and John, see- 
ing that my next Letter closes this series, and con- 
cludes the work; besides these Gospels are chiefly a 
repetition of what has been advanced by Matthew. I 
shall therefore pass through these Gospels, noticing only 
such passages as may be of the most importance. After 
Christ had risen from the dead, according to Mark, he 
speaks to his apostles as follows, vs. 15, 16 :— 


‘«‘ And he said unto them, Go ye into all the world, 
and preach the gospel to every creature. 

“ He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; 
but he that believeth not shall be damned.” 


A more convincing evidence than this, that Christ was 
not the Son of God, we could not have. Here he makes 
people responsible for their belief. He that believeth 
not, says he, shall be damned; which is not only irra- 
tional, but brutal; and I am sorry to say it, for Christ 
on most occasions, exhibits great benevolence. As I 
have reasoned this matter before, and shown, that no 
man has any controul over his belief, and that therefore 
to punish him for it is the hight of injustice, I shall now 
merely refer to two characters, to settle this matter, who 
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stand heigh in the cause of Christianity. I will convict 
Jesus Christ of ignorance and irrationality from the 
mouths of his own advocates. The parties to whom I 
refer, are Dr. Watts and Dr. Chalmers; both dis- 
tinguished theologians. Dr. Watts, in his work on the 
Improvement of the Mind, part 11. ch. 11. says :-— 


“ Men cannot believe what they will, nor change 
their religion and their sentiments as they please; they 
may be made hypocrites by the forms of severity, and 
constrained to profess what they do not believe; they 
may be forced to comply with external practises and 
ceremonies contrary to their own consciences ; bué this 
can never please God, nor profit men.” 


Here then Dr. Watts tell us, that men cannot be- 
lieve as they will: yet Christ says, unless people be- 
lieve my gospel they shall be damned; consequently . 
Christ damns people for not believing that which they 
have not the power to believe; or in other words, he 
damns people for that which they cannot help. Does 
this not show Christ's ignorance and irrationality P 
Again Dr. Watts says, ch. IV :— 


“Our friends, our neighbours, the custom of the 
country where we dwell, and the established opinions 
of mankind, form our belief.” 


And yet Christ damns people for that belief; that is 
to say, he damns people, not because they are guilty 
of a fault themselves, but because their friends and neigh- 
bours are guilty of a fault. For instance, if my friends 
and neighbours, and the other things which Dr. Watts 
enumerates, should form a belief tor me not in accor-. 
dance with Christ’s wish, Christ damns me for that be- 
liet; that is to say, he damns me for that which depends, 
not upon myself, but upon my friends and neighbours. 
Does this, I again ask, not show Christ's ignorance and 
irrationality ? How then. could he be the Son of God ? 
These extracts not only show Christ's ignorance and 
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rationality, but they show your ignorance and irration- 
ality also: You abuse people because they do not believe 
the Bible to be the word of God; consequently you 
abuse people for not believing that which they have not 
the power to believe; for men cannot believe what they 
will, And to abuse people for their belief, or to make 
them responsible for their belief, constraims them in many 
instances to profess what they do not believe; and this, 
says Dr. Watts in the first extract, can never please 
God; so that you ministers of the Gospel are offending 
Grod by your irrational conduct. 


- It is evident, then, that Christ is guilty of ignorance 
and irrationality, in damning people for not believing in 
his Gospel; or for that which they cannot help. The 
question is here decided with all minds approaching to 
rationality ; but since a certain religious sect exist, who 
maintain Christ’s right, and that. it is just to damn 
people for that which they cannot help, 1 will here call 
in the aid of Dr. Chalmers to determine this point. The 
idea is barbarous enough, that a man should be punished 
for that which he cannot help, but not too barbarous, it 
appears, for some religionists to entertain and assert. 
To show then the absurdity of these people, I quote the 
following from a lecture delivered by Dr. Chalmers in 
the Divinity Hall of the University of Edinburgh :— 


“We lay it down as an axiomatic truth, that man 
ts not responsible for that over which his will has no 
controul.” 


Axiomatic as this is, it is not sufficiently axiomatic 
it seems, for some absurd Christians. Dr. Chalmers here 
says, that a man is not responsible for that over which 
his will has no controul; and Dr. Watts says that a 
man’s belief is a thing over which his wd] has no con- 
troul, consequently Christ, in damning people for their 
belief, and thus making them responsible, is guilty of 
ignorance and irrationality, and injustice and cruelty be- 
sides. Here then Christ is convicted of ignorance and 
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irrationality from the mouths of his own advocates. 
Therefore he could not be the Son of God. 


I am aware that gome people dispute the literal 
interpretation of the language of Jesus Christ above 
cited, and strive to attach a meaning to it different to 
that. which is generally attached to it. They pretend 
that Christ did not mean that those who refused to 
believe in his Gospel were to go to the regions below, and 
there suffer the torments of an everlasting broil, but 
merely, that not partaking of the benefits of his Gos- 
pel, they would remain in their present miseries. Very 
ingenious indeed. People in difficulties are sometimes 
forced to be ingenious, and this seems to be an in- 
stance of it. But if Christ did mean this, if he meant 
by the word damned that people would remain in their 
present miseries, pray what did he mean by the word 
saved? Did he mean that they should go to heaven, 
and there enjoy everlasting happiness, or merely that 
they would be relieved from their present miseries P 
He could not mean the former; for if he meant that 
people, for believing, should go to heaven, he must 
have meant that for disbelieving they should go to hell ; 
and this they say he did not mean. And if he meant 
the latter, that is to say, if he meant that believers 
should be relieved from their present miseries, are they 
so relieved? Are the believers in Christ’s Gospel re- 
lieved from their miseries? Are they saved, in this 
sense? No more than those who reject that Gospel. 
They are damned notwithstanding their belief. Here 
then these believers in Christ’s Gospel, in striving to 
get out of one dilemma, getintoa worse. They actu- 
ally make Jesus Christ a liar; for if people are not 
relieved from their miseries by believing, Christ in 
saying that they would be, has declared a falsehood. 
Either, therefore, these people must believe that Christ 
doomed all disbelievers to everlasting torments, or that 
he has declared a falsehood. They may take which 
horn they please. 
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_ My opimion however is, that Christ attached the 
same meaning to his language as | have done, and as 
most people do. He was speaking in reference to a 
future state of existence, and now at all in relation to the 
temporal condition of the people. This opinion is estab- 
lished by references to other parts of the New Testament, 
where he uses language of a similar import. In his in- 
structions to his apostles he says :— | 


“¢ And whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear your 
words, when ye depart out of that house or city, shake 
off the dust of your feet. | 

“ Verily I say unto you, J¢ shall be more tolerable for 
the land of Sodom and Gomorrha in the day of judgment, 
than for that city.” Matthew, ch. X. vs. 14, 15. 


Here because people would not listen to the balderdash 
of a parcel of fishermen, they are first to be insulted by 
the fishermen, and then they are to suffer more than the 
people of Sodom and Gomorrha, who, we are told, were 
consumed by fire and brimstone. And in another place 
Christ says :— 


“ But I say unto you, That every idle word that men 
shall speak, they shall give account thereof in the day 
of judgment. ! 

“For by thy words thou shalt be justified, and by thy 
words thou shalt be condemned.” Matthew, ch. XII. 
verses 36 and 37. 


Does this relate only to the temporal condition of the 
people? Does he not here expressly mention the day of 
judgment P And does he not declare, that it is by the 
words of the people that they shall be justified, and by 
their words they shall be condemned? This then estab- 
lishes the position that Christ held men responsible for 
their belief; and consequently confirms the interpretation 
generally given to the language before quoted, respecting 
saving those who believe, and damning those who disbe- 
heve. Christ meant by that language, that those who 
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believed should go to heaven, and those who disbelieved 
should go to hell. 


But I should like to know what Christ meant by his 
Gospel. “Go ye (says he) into all the world, and 
preach the Gospel. He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be 
damned.” In the first place, did Christ's apostles go 
into all the world, and preach the Gospel to every crea- 
tureP Did they go into a hundredth part of the world P 
And as to their preaching the Gospel to every creature, 
they did not preach it to one creature out of every mil- 
lion ; that is to say, scarcely one creature in a million 
was aware of Christ’s existence in the time of the apos- 
tles. And in the second place, what did Christ wish 
people to believe? Did he wish them to believe that he 
was the Son of God, and that being crucified and buried 
he rose up alive at the end of three days P How could 
they believe such a thing? Does all their experience 
not testify against it? Do the regular operations of na- 
ture not declare it to be a falsehood? And did Christ 
expect that people would give up these, did he expect 
that they would lay prostrate the evidence of their senses, 
for the sake of a very absurd tale? Instead of you abu- 
sing us for not believing the Gospel, you ought rather 
to abuse Christ. Christ ought to have furnished us with 
more evidence, and then we would have been compelled 
to believe. Do any of us doubt the existence of the 
sun or moon? And why do we not? Because we have 
convincing evidence of their existence. Let Christ then 
give us convincing evidence that he was the Son of God, 
and we will be compelled to believe in spite of ourselves. 


But some people will ask, will you believe nothing 
but what you can seeP Very little indeed if it come 
from priests. I know their character. Besides this is a 
very important matter, and nothing short of something 
like tangible evidence will satisfy me. I have no incli- 
nation to be duped by priests all my life. But the fact 
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is, I could not believe were I ever so willing, I see 
so much evidence against the Gospel And if Christ 
found it necessary to make a personal appearance to some 
people, in order to convince them, can he not do the 
same again? Can he not exhibit himself like the sun or 
moon, and settle this question which occasions so much 
strife in the world? Did he suppose that if people 
would not believe in his own days without a personal ap- 
pearance, they would believe two thousand years after 
with less evidence? And this was the case, we are 
told, with his own apostles too. They would not be- 
lieve that he had risen from the dead, until they had 
seen him; and some even doubted after that. (Mat- 
thew, ch. XXVIII. v.17). And these men were under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit too, and could _ per- 
form miracles. And yet because we doubt at the end 
of two thousand years, we are abused and reproached 
without measure. Your conduct partakes of your doc- 
trines, in unreasonableness and irrationality. 


I remain, &c. 
C. J. HASLAM. 
Salford, March 4th, 18-40. 
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REv. Sirs, a te 


Above all other men you are the most forward in 
abusing people for their disbelief in the Gospel. Above 
all other men therefore you are the most absurd and irra-. 
tional ; for men cannot believe what they will, as we saw 
from the testimony of Dr. Watts in my last Letter ; and: 
he perhaps was a greater divine than any now existing. 
But since you are so very forward in abusing people for 
their disbelief in the Gospel, it is a question worthy of 
inquiry, whether you yourselves are believers in the Gos- 
pelP Can it be possible that you, who lavish upon 
others so much abuse and denunciation for their disbe- 
lief in the Gospel, are disbelievers in the Gospel your- 
selves? Can this be possible, ask? 1 have exposed 
many instances of your unreasonableness. and absurdity, 
but this perhaps exceeds all other instances. According 
to the following declaration of Jesus Christ, you are no 
more believers in the Gospel than I am, or my man is 
who rejects that Gospel :— 


“ And these signs’ shall follow aig that believe: In 
my name shall they cast out devils ; ; they shail a 
with new tongues ; Le es 
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“ They shall take up serpents; and if they drink 
any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them; they shall 
lay hands on the sick, and they shall recover.” Mark, 
ch. XVI. verses 17, 18. 


Now let me ask if you can do these thingsP Can 
you take up serpents P Can you drink any deadly thing, 
and it shall not hurt you? Can you lay hands on the 
sick, and they shall recover? If you cannot, what is 
the consequence? Why, according to Christ, you are 
disbelievers in the Gospel. And yet you will abuse us 
for being disbelievers in the Gospel ! 


Can any thing be plainer than the passage just cited ? 
Christ declares that certain signs will follow those who 
believe; that is to say, those who believe will be able to 
perform certain things, and these things are to be as 
signs or tests whereby we may judge whether people are 
believers or not, and these signs he enumerates. Noth- 
ing can be plainer. Can you then, Sirs, I again ask, 
exhibit these signs? Can you perform these things ? 
Can you drink any deadly thing, and it shall not hurt 
you? Can you lay hands on the sick, and they shall re- 
cover? You know you cannot. Then according to 
Jesus Christ you are disbelievers in the Gospel. Most 
reasonable beings you are, to abuse people for that which 
you are guilty of yourselves. 


Where, Sirs, is the man that believes in the Gospel ? 
Where is the man that can exhibit these signs? Not 
one can be found in existence. Yet Christ says, in rela- 
tion to this very belief, ‘‘ He that believeth, and is bap- 
tized shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be 
damned ;”’ so that the whole world, according to Christ, 
will be damned. Such is the rationality of divine 
revelation. : 


If you can escape the dilemma into which the preced- 
ing passage involves you, you will be dexterous in- 
deed. Two alternatives present themselves, one of which 
you are compelled to take. Either there is not a be- 


3 


liever in the Gospel in existence, or Christ has de- 
clared a falsehood. If you say there are believers in 
the Gospel in existence, then you make Christ a liar, 
for there is not a man in existence that can exhibit 
the signs which Christ said would accompany this be- 
lief. And if you say there are no believers in exis- 
tence, then, according to Christ, the whole world will 
be damned. Which, Sirs, will you take? Which will 
you believe; that Christ has declared a falsehood, or 
that the whole world will be damned? A most reason- 
able set of men! 


I am aware that you will pretend many things, in or- 
der to wriggle out of the dilemma in which you are here 
placed. Very likely you will say that the passage —— 
but I will not anticipate this act of dishonesty: your 
characters are bad enough. Immediately after Christ 
had delivered the language above quoted, Mark says :-— 


“‘So then after the Lord had spoken unto them, he 
was received up into heaven, and sat on the right hand 


of God.” ch. XVI. v. 19. 


It was very easy for Mark to say this. But if the 
Lord was “received up,” which is a very learned expres- 
sion astronomically, and if he “sat on the right hand of 
God,” how did Mark know that? Did he follow after 
him to seeP Besides “‘God is a spirit without body or 
parts;” how then could Jesus sit on his right hand ?: 


I shall now briefly notice a passage or two in the Gos- 
pel of St. Luke. Speaking of the arrest of Jesus Christ, 
Luke says, ch. XXII. vs. 50, 51 :— 


“And one of them smote a servant of the high 
priest, and cut off his right ear. 

“And Jesus answered and said, Suffer ye thus far. 
And he touched his ear, and healed him.” 


Luke does not tell us who it was that cut the man’s ear 
off; neither does Matthew or Mark; but John says that 
it was Simon Peter. Simon Peter who was an apostle 
of Jesus Christ, and a preacher of the doctrine, resist not 
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evil, cut a man’s ear off! But that which I wish to no- 
tice is, Christ couched /ys ear, and healed him. Bishop 
Watson might well admire the consistency of “ evangeli- 
cal testimony with the most curious researches into natu- 
ral science.’ ‘This I suppose is a most remarkable in- 
stance of that consistency. It was just as easy for Luke 
to say this, as it was for his brother evangelist, Mark, to 
say that Christ was carried up into heaven, and sat on 
the right hand of God; and I believe the one just as 
much as the other, It appears far more likely to me 
that men should tell lies, than that Jesus Christ should 
take a man’s ear, after it was cut off, put it on the spot, 
and heal it in an instant. Besides, my opinion is, that if 
Christ had done this, it would have been sufficient to dis- 
arm the whole multitude. How could they have wit- 
nessed such a performance without being affected by it? 
_ Had they witnessed it, they would then have been com- 
pelled to believe that Christ was the Son of God, or at 
any rate, that he possessed supernatural powers, and be- 
lieving this, instead of injuring him, they would have fal- 
len down and worshipped him. It is nonsense to pretend 
that they would not believe, although they did see such 
things. Man has not the power to resist belief when evi- 
dence is laid before him; and to use such language ar- 
gues an ignorance of mental operations. You might as 
well pretend that people would not believe that there was 
a sun or moon. 


Another passage worthy of notice is ch. XXIII. vs. 42, 
43, where Luke, speaking of one of the men who were 
crucified along with Jesus, says :— 

“‘ And he said unto Jesus, Lord, remember me when 
thou comest into thy kingdom. 

“‘ And Jesus said unto him, Verily I say unto thee, 
To day shalt thou be with me tn paradise.” 

' I shall here convict Jesus Christ of a falsehood. He 
here talks about being in paradise with one of the 
malefactors on the day on which he was crucified ; 
while, according to his own inspired historians, he was 
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not there -until three days after. And Christ says 
himself in John’s Gospel, speaking to Mary Magda- 
lene, ch. XX. v. 17:— | 

“Touch me not; for I am not yet ascended to my 
Father.” ) 


And this was after his resurrection. He had been cruci- 
fied and buried, and lain in his grave three days, and 
had risen again, and still had not been in paradise ; 
and yet he declared expressly, while in the act of being 
crucified, that he would be there on that very day. 
A most splendid evidence this of his divinity ! 
Amother passage is as follows, ch. XXIV. v. 39 :— 


‘Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I a heaeee 
handle me, and see; for a spirit hath not flesh and 


bones, as ye see me have.” 


This, according to Luke, is what Christ said to his 
apostles, when he made his appearance amongst them, 
after his resurrection. He wished to convince them, 
it appears, that he was the identical body that was cruci- 
fied. Luke continues :— 


“‘ And when he had thus spoken, he showed them his 
hands and his feet. 

“ And while they yet believed not for joy, and won- 
dered, he said unto them, Have ye here any meat ? 

“And they gave him a piece of a broiled fish, and of 
an honeycomb. 

“ And he took it, and did eat before them.” 


And a little further on Luke says, v. 51, “And it came 
to pass, while he blessed them, he was parted from 


them, and carried up into heaven.” 


Here then we see that Jesus went off to heaven with 
his physical body, consisting of flesh and bones, as he 
himself described it. Now, in order to show the har- 
mony that exists between one part of the word of God, 
and another, I have only to refer to Paul’s first Epis- 
tle to the Corinthians, ch, xv. v. 50, as follows :— 
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“Now this I say, brethren, that flesi# and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God.” 


Here then are two preachers of Christianity; two 
preachers of “‘ Repent ye, for the kingdom of heaven 
is at hand;” the one an evangelist, and the other an 
apostle; the one saying that flesh and blood can in- 
herit the kingdom of heaven, and the other saying that 
they cannot. The one making the other a liar. And 
both inspired by the Holy Ghost too. Which, Sirs, 
are we to believe, Luke or Paul, the evangelist or the 
apostle? And Luke not only tells us that. flesh and 
blood can inherit the kingdom of God, but broiled fish 
and honeycomb besides ; for all went off together. Such 
is divine revelation. 


To settle however this difference between Luke and 
Paul, I here call in the aid of another inspired writer, 
who declares something very pointed on this subject. I 
mean David in his Psalms. Speaking of the frailty of 
man, in Psalm CXLVI. v. 4, David says :— 


“His breath goeth forth, he returneth to his earth ; 
in that very day his thoughts perish.” 

This I conceive settles the matter. This decides at 
once, whether bones or blood or any thing else will in- 
herit the kingdom of God. In that very day, Sirs, the 
thoughts perish. Alas for divine revelation ! 


Now for the Gospel according to St. John. I need 
not notice John’s flat contradiction of Moses, where he 
says, ch. I. v. 18, “ No man hath seen God at any time.” 
Moses and seventy of the elders of Israel saw God; as 
Moses tells us, Exodus, ch. xxiv. v. 10. But this I 
have exposed in a former Letter. In chapter x. John 
speaks of Jesus Christ preaching to some Jews, and 
amongst the things which he declared to them, was the 
following, v. 30 :— 

“I and my Father are one. 


If Jesus and his Father are one, how was it that 
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when he was dying on the cross he exclamed, ‘“‘ My God, 
my God, why hast thou forsaken meP” Could Jesus 
forsake himself? And again when he was persued by 
the Jews, he prayed to his Father to protect him; that 
is to say, he prayed to himself, and himself would not 
protect himself. Most rational divine revelation! And 
again Jesus says, according to John, ch. xiv. v. 10:— 


‘“‘ Believest thou not that I am in the Father, and the 
Father in me? the words that I speak unto you I speak 
not of myself: but the Father that dwelleth in me, he 
_doeth the works.” 


Nothing can exceed the reasonableness of divine reve- 
lation. Jesus in one place says, that he and his Father 
are one, and now he says that when he speaks, it is 
not himself that speaks, but his Father. I have con- 
victed Jesus of ignorance and irrationality; am I to 
believe then, that this ignorance and irrationality pro- 
ceeded from the Deity? Am I to believe that God 
did not know but that the heart was the organ of the 
mind? Am I to believe that he talked about people 
reasoning in their hearts; and about thoughts arising 
in their hearts? And am I to believe that he makes 
people responsible for their belief? The Deity is blas- 
phemed by being charged with such ignorant nonsense. 
Again Jesus says v. 12 :— 


“ Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that beleveth 
on me, the works that I do shall he do also; and 
greater works than these shall he do; because I go 
unto my Father.” 


You, Sirs, and your congregations: believe in Jesus ; 
can you or they do the works which he did? Can 
you or they feed five thousand men, besides women 
and children, with five loaves and two fishes? If you 
can, there are thousands in this country much in need 
of your services. Owing to your religion and other 
things, half of the people are on the brink of starva- 
tion, and tens of thousands are pining off the earth 
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for want of the necessaries of life; if therefore you 
have power, as Christ had, to feed thousands with five 
loaves and two fishes, you ought immediately to com- 
mence and do it. And you are not only to have the 
powers which Christ had, but you are to have greater 
powers. Either you believe in Christ, or you do not; 
if you believe in him, you possess the powers here. 
mentioned, or Christ has declared a falsehood; and 
if you do not believe in him, it is high time you did, 
| you will please to act a little more reasonable in 
future, than to abuse people for that which you are 
guilty of yourselves. It is quite evident that Christ, 
m the above passage, has declared a falséhood; for 
you all pretend thet you do believe in him, and. since 
you do not possess the powers which he said would 
be consequent upon your belief; he stands convicted of 
attering that which is not a fact. If then we are to 
believe that the words spoken by Christ, were not spo- 
ken by himeelf, but by “the Father that dwelleth in 
him, then it follows that the Father is guilty of telling 
falsehoods. Your divine revelation, Sirs, blasphemes 
the Deity. 

_ Many more passages might be noticed in the New 
Testament, but as 1 promised to complete this work in 
twenty-four Letters, I here close it; begging to refer 
you, and all who have done me the honour to read these 
Letters, to a work now publishing, entitled Materials 
Sor deciding the question, Whether or not the Bible ts 
the word of God? In a series of Letters, addressed 

to the Bishop of Exeter. 


‘I remain, with no feelings of disrespect 
| Because we differ in opinion, . 
: C. J. HASLAM. 
Hulme, January 20th, 1841. ie, | 
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